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EDITOR’S PREFACE. 

HIS Translation of what may fairly be called the 

classical work on the History of the Councils of the 

Church was originally undertaken, with the Author’s sanc- 

tion, by the Rev. W. Clark, Vicar of Taunton, who edited 

the first volume, and it was only at his urgent request 

that the present Editor undertook the second. This must be 

his apology to the public for interposing in a work which 

they will share his regret that Mr. Clark’s engagements did 

not permit him to continue himself. . The former volume 

comprised Books I. and II. of the German text, with the 

Appendix on the Apostolical Canons, bringing the History down 

to the close of the First Gicumenical Council at Nicea in 325; 

the present volume carries it on, through the next six Books, 

to the period immediately preceding the opening of the Third 

(Ecumenical Council at Ephesus in 431. Thanks to the 

Author’s kindness in supplying early copies, the second edition 

of the original, which had received his latest corrections, has 

been used throughout. 

It will have been matter of sincere regret, though hardly of 

surprise, to Bishop Hefele’s numerous readers to learn, from the 

Preface to the seventh and last volume of his Conciliengeschichte, 

published about a year ago, that he has brought it to a con- 

clusion with the Councils of Basle and Florence, without 

including, according to his original design, the Council of 

Trent. The materials, indeed, are still wanting for a complete 

history of the latter, notwithstanding the posthumous issue of 
v 



Vi EDITOR’S PREFACE. 

Theiner’s very important edition of Massarelli’s Acta Concui 

Tridentini. —— 

To return to the present volume. It will be observed that 

it takes up and completes the record of the Arian Controversy, 
properly so called. For after the Council of Constantinople, 

as Dr. Newman has pointed out, “ Arianism was formed into 

a sect exterior to the Catholic Church; and, taking refuge 

among the Barbarian Invaders of the Empire, is merged among 

those external enemies of Christianity, whose history cannot 

be regarded as strictly ecclesiastical.” With the Nestorian 
controversy, which succeeded it, begins that series of heresies 

on the Incarnation, which occupied the attention of the four 

next Ecumenical Councils. It can hardly be necessary to 

remind English readers what a flood of light is thrown on this 

whole Arian period in Dr. Newman’s work, already quoted, 

and to which occasional reference has been made in the 

bracketed footnotes, which are here and there appended to the 

text. In its original form the earliest of the Author’s theo- 

logical works, it has had the rare advantage of undergoing his 

careful revision nearly forty years after its first appearance; 

and to all who are interested in tracing the development of 

Christian doctrine, it will be found simply invaluable as a 

comment on this portion of Bishop Hefele’s great work. It 

may be added, that the Arian controversy, over and above its 

historical importance, has a special interest of a practical kind 

at the present day, when there is so strong a tendency among 

a class of religionists, not openly professing infidel opinions, to 

treat all doctrinal questions as “ disputes about an iota.” It 

would argue mere ignorance or incapacity to doubt now, with 

the reflex light of history cast upon it, that what Gibbon calls 

“the difference of a single diphthong” involved in the fourth 

century—like the modern assault on the Athanasian Creed— 

no less a question than the fundamental tenet of the entire 

1 Newman’s Arians of the Fourth Century, third edition, p. 405. 



7 iii o_o 

EDITOR’S PREFACE. vl 

Christian Revelation, the Divinity of the Son of God. And 

it is not uninstructive to notice, as we follow Bishop Hefele 

through the successive phases of the long struggle, how the 

Arian and Semi-Arian leaders are constantly betraying those 
characteristics of indifferentism, worldliness, Court intrigue, 

shuffling, profanity, and fierceness against definite belief, which 

still too often mark the prophets of that much-coveted but 

impossible abstraction, an “ undogmatic Christianity.” 

It only remains to add, that the translation has been care- 

fally revised throughout before sending it to press; but it 

would be sanguine to anticipate that no error, typographical 

or other, has escaped notice. The present Editor can but: 

repeat Mr. Clark’s assurance in issuing the former volume, 

that he will gratefully avail himself of any corrections that 

may be transmitted to him. For all bracketed notes he is 

himself exclusively responsible. 

H. N. O. 

LENT, 1876. 





AUTHOR’S PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION 

OF FIRST VOLUME. 

——_ > 

| gkrreeay years have passed since the first Volume 

of this History of the Councils was originally pub- 

lished. Whatever additional light has, to my Iknow- 

ledge, been thrown on the subject in subsequent publi- 

cations, I have taken care to avail myself of; and even 

where no such help was to be found, many improvements 

and corrections, sometimes enlarging, sometimes abbreviating 

it, have been introduced into the work. I may specify the 

alterations in the Introduction and in Sections 2, 6, 13, 

37, 51,71, and 81;' as also the great assistance I have 

derived, as regards the important Synod of Elvira (Sec. 13), 

from the Kirchengeschichte Spaniens of Dr. P. Pius Gams, 

O.S.B. The general plan, idea, and character of the work 

remain unchanged. It has been my aim, in contradistinction 

from what may be called the former fragmentary method of 

treating the history of Councils, to present each important 

Synod as a link in the general historical development of the 

Church, and thereby to make its true significance understood. 

And thus this History of the Councils becomes in many ways 

very like a history of the Church and of dogmas, which will 

be no prejudice to it. As in the former edition, so has it here 

also been my first object everywhere to consult original sources, 

without forming preconceived opinions, and to state the results 

derived from a conscientious examination of them. May this 

1 (Of these, Sections 51, 71, and 81 come inta the present volume. ] 
ix 



X AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION OF FIRST VOLUME. 

second edition meet the same favourable reception as the 

first. I readily admit that a searching revision would have 
been desirable; but in my present position, and where the 

matter was urgent, this was not possible. 

A second edition has just appeared at Edinburgh of an 

English Translation of this first Volume, as far as the end of 

the Council of Nicwa, by the Rev. W. Clark, but without the 

corrections of my second edition being incorporated into it. I 

have observed at the close of the Introduction that a French 

Translation of the whole work, down to the end of the eleventh 

century, has appeared in six octavo volumes. My consent 

has been asked, and received, for an Italian Translation ; but I 

have heard no more about it since. 

ROTTENBURG, January 1873. 



AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO SECOND VOLUME. 

T is with few words only that I commend this second 

edition of the second Volume of my History of the 

Councils to the kindness of my readers. It comprises 

the time from the second to the fifth General Council 

inclusive, from 381 to 553, being precisely the period of the 

fullest and most eventful dogmatic development in the 

history of the Church; and I trust I may have contri- 

* buted some help towards a clearer insight into this great 
process. JI have therefore given my first and best atten- 

tion to the Synods of that period which handled dogma; but 

the many others, with their numerous and often very im- 

portant ordinances concerning ecclesiastical discipline, worship, 

and morals, canon law and judicial procedure, have also 

received due consideration. Every lover of the history of the 

Church and of civilisation will here find abundant materials 

for study. 

This second Volume comprises about two hundred sections, 

of which, comparatively speaking, only a few in this new 

edition have remained without some, if only a slight correction. 

The most considerable improvements, corrections, and additions 

have been made in Sections 98, 101, 102, 110, 111, 118, 
123, 126, 127, 134, 157, 162, 163, 188, 190, 196, 217, 

222, 228, 242;' and thus, although here and there some- 

thing has been erased, the whole work has been enlarged by 

} (These are comprised in the present volume as far as Section 126 inclusive. } 
xi 



xii AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO SECOND VOLUME. 

some twenty-five pages. I have also taken great pains with 

the improvement of the Index. 

' So far as they were known to me, and came within my 

reach, I have made use of new publications on the subject ; 

but in my present position and place of residence, much that 

has recently appeared may have remained unknown to me. 

I can only regret that the completion of the seventh Volume 

of the History of the Councils should have preceded the second 

edition of the second Volume, and not vice versa. I should 

otherwise have been able to make use of the second Volume 

of the Monumenta Conciliorum Generalium Saculi XV. (the 

first volume had appeared in 1857), published by the Vienna 

Academy of Sciences, for the history of the'Councils of Basle 

and Florence. 

ROTTENBURG, January 1875. 
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HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

Gps 

BOOK IIL. 

THE TIME BETWEEN THE FIRST GECUMENICAL COUNCIL AND 
THE SYNOD OF SARDICA. 

Sec. 45. The First Period after the Synod of Nicea. 

N consequence of the decrees of Nica, the Emperor Con- 
stantine, a8 we have seen, exiled Arius and the two 

Egyptian bishops, Theonas and Secundas, with the priests who 
adhered to them, to Illyria, and adopted other means for the 
immediate extermination of Arianism: He ordered the books 
of Arius and his friends to be burnt, threatened those who 

concealed them with death, and forbade even the name of 

Arians.’ But still the heretical fire was not thereby extin- 
guished; nay, it went on smouldering in secret all the more, 

when several bishops, above all the highly-esteemed Eusebius 
of Nicomedia, and Theognis of Nicza, who, without being 

thorough-going Arians, still held Subordinationist views, from 
fear of the Emperor, and as a matter of form only, subscribed 
the Nicene Creed.? This, especially the doctrine of the 
ojoovctos, had always been regarded by them with suspicion, 
as injurious to the first of the two ideas, which must be com- 
prehended in the notion of the Person of Christ, ze. Per- 
sonality and Divinity, by not strictly enough maintaining the 
personal distinction between the Father and the Son, while 
the second idea is exaggerated to the Sabellianist identity of 
the Son with the Father. Ifa document found in Socrates, of 

' Cf. supr. vol. i. p. 297. 
2 Upon the theological views of Eusebius of Nicomedia, cf. Jahn (Repet in 

Gottingen), Marcellus von Ancyra, 1867, p. 87 3q. 

II. A 
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which we shall speak later, may be trusted,’ these’ bishops, 
so-called Eusebians, had not joined in the anathema pronounced 
against the person of Arius, but accepted the Creed, with- 

out admitting that Arius had taught the errors of which he 
was accused, thus availing themselves of the well-known dis- 
tinction between question du fait and du droit. 

It would have been wonderful if, in Egypt as well as in 
Alexandria, where before the Council of Nice Arianism had 

already taken such deep root, it had not tried to break out 
afresh. When this happened, and the Emperor, therefore, again 
banished from Egypt several Alexandrians who had fallen from 
the Nicene faith, and “relighted the torch of disunion,” then 
(as he himself relates”), “ Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognis 
not only sided with them, and took measures for their safety, 
but took part in their wickedness, and received them into the 
communion of the Church,” so that Constantine banished them 

also to a distant country*® (Gaul). At the same time he 
accused the Nicomedians of having also joined in Licinius’ 
earlier persecution of the Christians, and intrigued against 
himself, and ordered the communities of Nicomedia and 
Niceea to elect new bishops. Thus Amphion was appointed 
to Nicomedia, Ehretas to Nica.‘ 

According to some accounts, Eusebius and Theognis bribed 
an imperial notary to efface their signatures from the Acts of 
the Council of Nicea.° Philostorgius says, however, that both 
they and Bishop Maris of Chalcedon had openly confessed to 
the Emperor their regret at having subscribed to the Nicene 
Creed, and thus brought the sentence of banishment upon 
themselves. This took place three months after the conclu- 
sion of the Council of Nicsza, in December 325, or in January 
of the year following.® About the same time, Constantine, in 
a letter to Theodotus of Laodicea, set before him as a warning 
the fate of his deposed colleagues, since they had made en- 

1 Socrates, Hist. Ecel. i. 14. 
2 Theodoret, Hist. Hecl. i. 20, and Gelasius, Vol. Actorum Concil. Nic. 

lib. iii, c. 2, in Mansi, Coll. Concil. t. ii. p. 939; and Harduin, Coll. Conc. 
t. 1. p. 459. 

3 Philostorg. Supplem. ex. Niceta, p. 540, ed. Vales. Morgunt. 
4 Theodoret, Hist. Heel. i. 20. * Sozom. Hist. Heel. ii. 21. 
¢ Philostorg. i. 10, p. 469, ed. Vales. 
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deavours to win him'also to their side.! Some time later, as 
hitherto believed on the 23d of the Egyptian month of Phar- 
muth (te. April 18, 3267), Alexander, Archbishop of Alexan- 
dria, died; but a newly-found document’ states that his death 
did not take place until the 22d of Pharmuth (ze. April 19 of 
the year 328). Sozomen relates, on the authority of Apol- 
linaris, that on Alexander’s death drawing near, Athanasius 
fied, in order to avoid being made bishop; but a divine 
revelation pointed him out to Alexander as his successor, and 
on his deathbed he uttered his name. Another Athanasius 
appeared in answer to his call; but Alexander took no heed of 
him, and again calling Athanasius, said, “Thou hast thought 
to flee from me, Athanasius, but thou hast not escaped me,” 
—thus marking him, though absent, as his successor. This 
story is related in substance by Rufinus* and Epiphanius’ also ; 
but the latter adds that Athanasius was absent at that time 
on business of his bishop’s, and therefore had not fled, and 
that the whole body of the clergy and the faithful subsequently 
affirmed that Alexander had destined him for his successor. 
But the Meletians had made use of his absence to place in 
the vacant see one of their party named Theonas, who, how- 
ever, died in three months before the return of Athanasius ; 
and a synod of the orthodox at Alexandria now declared 
Athanasius to be the mghtful bishop. 

The Arians, on the contrary, maintained that, after the 

death of Alexander, the orthodox and Meletian bishops of 
Egypt had on both sides taken a solemn oath to elect the 

1 Gelas. iii. 3. 
? Renaudot, Hist. Patriarch (Alex.), 1718, p. 83. Wetzer, Restitutio Vera 

Chronologia Rerwm ex Controverstis Arianis... Hxortarwm, Francof. 1827, 

p. 2 . 
3 This document, lately discovered in Egypt, is the introduction in Syriac to 

the Paschal Letters of 8. Athanasius, also discovered in Syriac. These were 
first edited by the Anglican scholar, Cureton, in London, under the title, ‘* The 
Pestal Letiers of Athanasius, discovered inan Ancient Syriac Version, edited by 
William Cureton, M.A., F.R.S., Chaplain in Ordinary to the Queen, Assistant- 

keeper of Manuscripts in the British Museum.” A German translation of this 
newly discovered and important document was edited by Larsow, Professor at 
the Grey Friars Convent at Berlin, in 1852. An account of it is given by me 
in the Tubingen Theologischen Quartalschrift, 1858, No. 1. 

* Rufin. Hist. Eccl. i. (x.) 14. 5 Epiph. Heres. 68. 6. 



4 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

new archbishop, each only with the consent of the other party ; 

but that seven orthodox bishops had broken this pledge, and 
secretly elected Athanasius. Philostorgius has another im- 
probable story, “ That during the vacancy of the see, and the 
quarrel concerning its occupancy, Athanasius repaired to the 
church of S. Dionysius, and there, with the doors carefully 
secured, had himself secretly consecrated by two bishops of his 
own side. For this reason the remaining bishops had pro- 
nounced an anathema against him; but he addressed a letter 
to the Emperor as if in the name of the whole diocese, and 
thus craftily obtained the confirmation of his election.” This 
account, which stands at direct variance with all the others, is 

as little worthy of credit as the other statement of Philo- 
storgius (ii 1), that Alexander of Alexandria had before his 
death abandoned the opoovcvws, All these slanders against 
Athanasius were, however, authoritatively declared to be false, 
ata great Egyptian synod. Whereupon, the very bishops who 
had taken part in his election solemnly attested that the 
desire for Athanasius as bishop was unanimous throughout the 
whole Catholic community, and that they had not moved 
from the church until his election had been fully completed, 
and that Athanasius was at once publicly and solemnly con- 
secrated by a large number of the bishops present.? The 
preface of the newly-discovered Festal Letters of S. Atha- 
nasius, already cited, adds, that this consecration took place 

on the 14th of Payni (June 8) 328. Thus the greatest 
opponent of Arianism became bishop of the city in which that 
heresy had sprung up. 

About the same time, however, a very important and event- 

ful change took place in Constantine’s views. The Emperor's 
former severity towards the Anan heresy, tending to its com- 
plete extermination, had so far diminished, that now, though 
not directly favouring it, he yet showed great favour towards 
its friends and supporters. According to Sozomen,? Con- 

1 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. ii. 17. 
% This testimony of the Synod, contained in an Encyclical Letter, Athanasius 

brings forward in his Apologia contra Arianos, c. 6, p. 101, t i P. i ed. 
Patav. 

® Sozom. iii. 19. 
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stantia, the sister of Constantine, and widow of Licinius, in- 

terceded with her brother in behalf of the Arians, on the 

strength of a professed divine revelation, in which the inno- 
cence and orthodoxy of these men had been revealed to her. 
The accounts of Rufinus (i 11) and Socrates (i. 25) agree in 
part with this: “Constantia had an Arian court chaplain who 
disposed her favourably towards Arius, and assured her of 
his teacher's innocence.” We shail return to this subject 
presently. 

If the letter addressed by Eusebius of Nicomedia, and 
Theognis, to the other bishops, which Socrates (i 24) and 
Sozomen (ii 16) quote, is genuine, Arius was recalled from 
exile soon after the Council of Nicza, and was only forbidden 
for the present to return to Alexandria. Upon this, Eusebius 
and Theognis, affirming their orthodoxy in the letter already 
mentioned, begged the like permission, upon the pretext of the 
pardon already granted to Arius. The genuineness of this 
letter is, however, very doubtful, and is, in fact, denied by 

Tillemont ;+ and this only is certain, that Eusebius and The- 
ognis were recalled in 328, after a five years’ banishment, and 
reinstated in their bishoprics, those who had in the meantime 
occupied their sees being driven away.’ 

If, however, we give up the genuineness of this letter, and 
with it the report that Arius was first recalled, it is more pro- 
bable that Eusebius and Theognis, who were only suspected of 
Arianism, were allowed to return earlier, and that it was 

through their friendly influence that the pardon of Arius was 
obtained.’ As soon, however, as Eusebius had regained a firm 
footing, a time of severe trial commenced for the truest up- 
holders of the opoovovws. The crafty Nicomedian, inwardly 
leaning to the Arian doctrine of the Logos, was aware that 
he could not betray his views openly, for the Emperor desired 
above all things the unity of the Church, and for this very 
cause had convoked the Council of Nicewa, and therefore no 

1 Mémoires pour servir a Hist. Ecciés. t. vi. p. 857, ed. Brux. note 8, 
Sur le Concile de Nicée. 

* Philostorg. ii. 7 ; Socrat. i 14. 
3 Rufinus also, i. (x.) 11, fixes the recall of Arius later, and with Sozomen 

(ii, 27, fin.) connects it with the Synod of Jerusalem in 325, mention of which 
will be made below. Cf. Tillemont, t. vi. note 9, Sur les Ariens. 
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open attack on this Synod would have been tolerated by him. 
Eusebius and his friends therefore made their submission to 
the Council very publicly (hence their recall from banishment), 
trying at the same time, by all kinds of crafty and secret 
means, to set aside the ouoovoros which was so entirely 
opposed to their theological views, and to obtain the victory 
for their Arian and Subordinationist theology. Eusebius, by 

his apparent return to the orthodox faith, kad not only paci- 
fied the Emperor, but pleased him in the highest degree ;' and, 
being related to him,’ contrived, by his pretended support of 
Constantine’s grand project of entire unity in the Church, to 
ingratiate himself considerably with him. Thus it was not 
hard to convince him that Arius and others were at heart 
orthodox, and would certainly make a. satisfactory confes- 
sion of faith, if only they were recalled from banishment.* 
Should this plan prove successful, and Constantine be satisfied 
with the acceptance of another Creed instead of the Nicene, 
the latter would at once be overthrown, and the way paved 
for introducing Subordinationism into the Church; while this 
was taking place, the chief supporters of the strict opoovctos 
were, by some other ruse, to be driven out of the Church. It 
is plain from their actions, and from previous circumstances 
of which we shall now treat, that such were in reality the 
plans of the Eusebians, and thus only can Constantine's con- 
duct at the time be in some measure accounted for. 

Sec. 46. Synod of Antioch (330). 

It was especially Eusebius of Nicomedia who, as Socrates *® 
reports, raised objections to the lawfulness of the election and 
consecration of Athanasius, though he should have been the 
last to do so, after having, contrary to the canons of the 

1 Socrat. i. 23. 
* That he was related to Julian the Apostate, the cousin of Constantine, has 

been stated by Ammianus Marcellinus in the 22d book of his history. Cf. 
Tillemont, t. vi. pp. 108, 321, note 3, Sur les Ariens. 

* Socrat. i. 23. 
‘ In this light entirely was it represented to the Emperor, e.g. by Constan- 

tia's Arian court chaplain, an ally of Eusebius. Socrat. i. 25. 
5 Socrat. i 23. 
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Church, left his bishopric, and obtained that of Nicomedia”* 
When this first attack had been repelled by the above- 
mentioned testimony of the other Egyptian bishops,’ Eusebius. 
and his friends postponed further measures to a more con- ° 
venient time, and instead, next directed their weapons against 
Archbishop Eustathius of Antioch, who had not only occupied 
one of the first places at, the Council of Nica, but had also 
afterwards broken off all communion with the Arians, and 

had energetically, both in act and in controversial works 
directed against Eusebius Pamphili, combated Arianizing views, 
as well as every deviation from the strict Nicene definition of 
opoovoros. The latter, the historian and Archbishop of Cesarea, 
stood, as to his theological views, between Athanasius and 
Arius ; by some, therefore, he has been declared orthodox ; by 
others, an Arian ; so that the dispute concerning his orthodoxy 
has been carried on to our times.’ It is certain that Eusebius 
did not wish to be an Arian, and indeed, according to many 
of his expressions, he was not one;‘ but in his opinion 
Athanasius bordered on Sabellianism, and he sought for a 
middle way between Arianism and Orthodoxy, believing this 
tia media to be orthodoxy ; and hence it may easily be under- 
stood that he might often take the side of his Nicomedian 
colleague, and join in the persecution of Athanasius, while yet 
he was undoubtedly further removed from Arianism than the 
Bishop of Nicomedia. From his standpoint he thought also 
he had discovered Sabellianism in Eustathius of Antioch ; and 

here the real Eusebians agreed with him,’ as it was their 
general policy to charge those who held a less degree of 

1 Athanas. Apolog. c. 6; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 19, 20. 

* Athanas. Apolog. c. 6. 
? Eusebius was held to be orthodox by Socrates, Theodoret, Gelasius of Cyzicus, 

Bull, Cave (in the Appendix to the Hist. Lit.), and Valesius (in the biography 
of Eusebius, which he prefixed to the History of the Church by the latter). He 
was declared, on the contrary, to be an Arian by Petavius, Baronius, Mont- 
faucon, Clericus, the Ballerini, and others, Even Athanasius, Epiphanius, and 
Jerome had not a good opinion of him. The true view is given by Mohler, 
Athanas. ii. 86-47 ; Dorner, Doctrine of the Person of Christ, second edition, 
p. 792 sqq.; Henell, De Eusebio Cas. religionis Christi Defensore, 1843 ; 
Ritter, Musebii Cas. de Divinitate Christi Placita, Bonne 1823-4. 

* Mohler, fc. pp. 37, 40 sq. 
5 Socrat. i. 28 ; Sozom. ii. 18; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 21. 
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difference than they did between the Father and the Son, 
with denying, like Sabellius, any distinction whatever between 
them. Theodoret’ relates that Eusebius of Nicomedia and 
Theognis of Nica travelled together to Jerusalem to pay 
their homage to the holy places. On their way they had 
also paid a visit to Bishop Eustathius, and had been received 
by him with the greatest cordiality. In Palestine, however, 
they are said to have imparted their plans against Eustathius 
to Eusebius of Ceesarea (called Pamphili) and other friends, 
and to have returned in their company to Antioch, where 
they then made arrangements for holding a synod against 
Eustathius. Theodoret, however, places this journey to Jeru- 

salem after the elevation of the Bishop of Nicomedia to the 
see of Constantinople, which only took place about the year 
337; and the truth of this relation is thus rendered somewhat 
doubtful, and we must be satisfied with the accounts given by 
Sozomen (ii. 18,19) and by Socrates (i. 24). According to 
Sozomen especially, who here seems to have right on his 
side, the disputes already mentioned between Eustathius and 
Eusebius Pamphili occasioned the convocation of the Synod at 
Antioch. This took place in the year 330.2 At this synod, 
as Socrates says, the Bishop Cyrus of Bera in particular came 
forward as the accuser of Eustathius, and charged him with 
Sabellianism. Theodoret, who is silent on the subject of the 
first accusation, says concerning a second: “The Eusebians 
had persuaded and bribed a girl to represent Eustathius as 
the father of her child, although she could not bring forward 
any witness, and afterwards herself confessed her deceit.” * 
Athanasius mentions a third point of accusation, namely, that 
Eustathius had been accused of great want of respect towards 
the Empress’s mother ;* on the other hand, neither he nor 
Chrysostom, though they frequently speak of Eustathius, ever 
so much as mention the accusation of incontinence, and the 

Benedictine editors of the works of S. Athanasius have there- 

1 Theodoret, i. 21. 
2 Wetzer, Restitutio Vere Chronologie, etc. pp. 6, 7; Tillemont, t. vii. pp. 

11, 298, note, Sur St. Hustathe. 
3 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 22. 
* Athanas. Historia Arianorum ad Monackos, ce. 4, p. 274, T. i PL i. ed. 

Patav. 
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fore rejected this story of Theodoret’s, the more as it looks like 
a copy of similar accusations against other bishops of that 
period." However that may be, it is certain that Eustathius 
was deposed by the Synod, and was sent by the Emperor into 
exile through Thrace into Illyria, whither many of his faithful 
clergy followed him.? The see of Antioch, from which he had 
been unlawfully deposed, was first given to Eulalius. After 
his death, which occurred soon afterwards, it was offered to 

Eusebius Pamphili; he refused it, however, especially because 
great disputes had arisen in Antioch among the Eusebian and 
Nicene parties on account of the deposition of Eustathius. 
For this the Emperor praised him; but the see of Antioch, 
after having remained vacant for some time, fell into the 
hands of the Eusebians, and even of some Arians,’ till the 
election of Meletius in 360 or 361 called forth more dissen- 
sions even among the orthodox.* Tillemont, according to his 
calculation, thinks it probable that Bishop Asclepas of Gaza 
was also deposed at this Synod of Antioch, on account of his 
opposition to the Arians; and this is clearly proved by the 
two synodal letters of both parties at the Council at Sardica.° 
Theodoret, Socrates, and Sozomen are therefore wrong in 
stating this event to have taken place at a later time, espe- 
cially Theodoret, who ascribes it to the Synod of Tyre in 335.° 

Besides this, the Benedictine editors thought themselves 
justified in fixing the banishment of the Bishop Eutropius of 
Hadrianopolis also at the same time. His only crime was, that 
he had zealously resisted the friends of Arianism, especially 
Eusebius of Nicomedia, who, with the help of the Princess 
Basilina, the mother of Julian the Apostate, effected his 

deposition.’ 

1 Vita 8. Athanasii, p. xix., in the first volume of the edit. Patav. Opp. S. 
A thanasii. 

? Theodoret, Soc., Sozom. ; Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 4. 
3 Theodoret, Hist, Hecl. i. 22; Soorat. i 24. 
* Cf. my article on the Moeletian schism in the Ktrchenlexicon of Wetzer 

and Welte, vol. vii. p. 42 sqq. 
* Hilary, Fragm. ii. p. 1287, No. 6; Fragm. iii. p. 1814, No. 11, ed. Bened. 
€ Theodoret, Hist. Hecl. i. 29; Socrat. ii. 5 ; Sozom. iii. 8; Tillemont, t. vii. 

p- 117, ed. Brax., and note 11, Sur les Ariens. 
? Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 5, and the Vita S. Athanasii, in the 

first volume of the Benedictine edition, p. 20. 
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Src. 47. Arius is to be again received into the Church, and 
Athanasius to be deposed. 

At this time, or shortly before, Eusebius, in order to gain a 

wider field for his plans, joined the Meletians in Egypt, 

though the latter, as recently as at the time of the Council of 
Nicza, had stood in direct opposition to the Arians, and their 

Bishop Acesius had expressly declared the Nicene faith to be 
that of the apostolic age.’ After the death of Archbishop 
Alexander of Alexandria, however, they had again broken the 
compact agreed upon with them at Nicsa, renewed the 
schism, and after the death of their master Meletius, placed 
his friend John Archaph at their head. All this made 
Eusebius hope to win them over to serve his ends; and they 
did, in fact, unite in their hatred against Athanasius and 

the orthodox party of Alexandria ;? but this closer union at 
the same time caused the Meletians to fall more and more into 
the errors of the Arians, and to become at last almost com- 

pletely identified with them. 
After these preparations, Eusebius tried to deal a last blow. 

Whether or not Arius had been recalled from exile before or 
only after Eusebius and Theognis,’ in any case, it is certain 

‘that hitherto he had not ventured to return to Alexandria. 
Eusebius, however, believed that the time had now come that 

they might venture upon this great step for the destruction of 
the doctrine of the opoovows, and again restore Arius to the 
communion of the Church. For this purpose he addressed a 
letter to Athanasius, begging him to receive Arius once more 
into the Church, and desired the bearers of the letter to add 

all sorts of threats by word of mouth.* Had Athanasius 

1 See vol. i. p. 414. 
? Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. c. 59; Sozom. ii. 21. 
Cf. p. 5 sq. Montfaucon in the Vita Athanasii, already so frequently 

quoted, pp. xviii., xxi., is of opinion that Arius had been allowed to return 
from exile in 328, but that not until 331 had he been permitted to go to Alex- 
andria. He tries thus to reconcile the statement in the letter of Eusebius and 
Theognis (Socrat. i. 14) with the relation concerning Constantia’s chaplain 
(Socrat. i. 25), and the statement of Athanasius (Apolog. c. Arian. c. 59).. 

* Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. c. 59; Socrat. i. 28; Sozom. ii. 18. The 
succession of events to be related here has been better given by 8. Athanasius 
than by Socrates and Sozomen ; we shall therefore follow the former. 
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given way, Eusebius would have most easily gained his end ; 
but as the former declared that he could not receive those 
who had originated false doctrines’ and had been excommu- 
nicated by the Nicene Synod,’ Eusebius instantly adopted 
another plan to obtain from the Emperor that which Atha- 
nasius had refused. It was, above all, necessary to induce 
Constantine to grant Arius an audience in person. This 
mission was entrusted to Constantia’s Arian chaplain, who, 

after the death of that princess (330), and at her urgent desire, 
had been received by the Emperor into his own retinue, and 
now represented to him that Arius, in fact, held no other 
doctrine than that promulgated at Nicea; and that, if the 
Emperor would listen to him, it would then be seen that he 
held the orthodox faith, and that he had been falsely calum- 
niated. Gonstantine replied, “If Arius signs the Decrees of 
the Synod, and believes the same, I am ready to see him, and 
to send him back with honours to Alexandria.” But when 
Arius, possibly on account of illness, did not at once appear, 
the Emperor, in an autograph letter, dated November 27 
(probably 330 or 331), which Socrates has given,’ invited him 
to come to him, and Arius immediately appeared at Constanti- 
nople, accompanied by his friend Euzotius, formerly a deacon 
at Alexandria, who had been deposed on account of Arianism 
by the Archbishop Alexander. The Emperor allowed both to 
come before him, and demanded of them whether they agreed 
to the Nicene faith; and on their readily affirming this, he 
ordered them to send him a written confession of their faith, 
which they did without delay ; and this confession, which was 

expressly framed to. deceive the Emperor, has been preserved 

to us by Socrates (i 26). The chief article is thus worded: 
“ And we believe in the Lord Jesus Christ, His Son, God the 

Word, sprung from Him before all time, and by whom all 
things were created in heaven and in earth.” We see how 
here the very point at issue, concerning the equality of sub- 
stance of the Son, has been entirely left out, and how, by the 

expression born or become, yeyeynuévov, Arianisin is indicated ; 
whilst, at the same time, the Arian yeyeynuévoy may very 
easily be taken as identical with yeyevynpévov, which means 

1 Sozom. ii. 18. * Socrat. i. 25, 
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begotten, and bears an orthodox meaning. But, in order to 
make quite sure of deceiving the Emperor, they added at the 
end: “If we do not believe thus, and do not truly recognise 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as the whole 
Catholic Church and the Holy Scriptures teach, so let God be 
our Judge.” They meant that the Arian doctrine of the 
Logos was that of the Bible and the ancient Church ; but the 
Emperor was to understand this as expressing their agreement 
with the Nicene doctrine, which he had expressly required of 
them. And, in fact, they succeeded in deceiving him, especially 
as his longing for union in the Church had made the recall of 
Arius appear to him a very desirable event, and Arius had 
begged for this reunion with the Church through the Emperor 
at the end of his confession of faith.' 

There is no doubt that Eusebius afterwards represented the 
matter to the Emperor, as if all further refusal on the part of 
Athanasius to receive Arius and his friends again into the 
communion of the Church could only be contentious obstinacy ; 
and he prevailed upon Constantine to demand of Athanasius, 
with threats, the reception of all who asked it. The threat 
at the end of the Emperor’s letter has been preserved by 
Athanasius himself,? and is also found in Sozomen. The 
introductory words are inexact, and seem to treat of the ques- 
tion as concerning the reception of the Meletians; later, 
however, after the quotation of the fragment of the Emperor's 

Jetter, the Arians are distinctly mentioned, and'S. Athanasius, 

who is the best authority in this matter, states that the recep- 

tion of Arius himself had been the cause of this letter. He, 
however, succeeded in convincing the Emperor of the im- 
possibility of receiving heretics into the communion of the 
Church, and therefore this plan of the reinstatement of Arius 
was given up for the present.” The Emperor would not 
himself decide the question concerning the orthodoxy of 

? All this has been moet circumstantially related by Socrates (i. 25, 26), in 
part also by Sozom. ii. 27, also by Rufinus, Hist. Hecl. i., but more briefly and 
at an earlier date. Valesius, in his notes on Socrat. i. 25, doubts the trath of 
the whole account ; but Tillemont (t. vi. note 10, Sur les Ariens) and Walch, 
Ketzerhist. ii. 489, are probably right in contradicting him. 

* Apologia contra Arianos, c. 59, t. i. P. i. p. 141, ed. Patav. ; Soz. ii. 22. 
* Athanas, Apolog. c. 60; Socrat. i. 27 ; Sozom. ii. 22. 
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Arius, but left this to a synod. As some years later the 
Synod of Jerusalem (335) did in fact give such a decision 
in favour of Arius, Rufinus and Sozomen’ represented the 
matter incorrectly, as if Constantine had from the commence- 
ment left the decision concerning Anus to the Synod of 
Jerusalem, so that his recall from exile, too, could only have 

been first arranged shortly before 335. The attempt, through 
misuse of the imperial influence, to bring back Arius into the 
communion of the Church, and thus to inflict a deep wound 
upon the doctrine of the opoovoros was defeated by the 
firmness of S. Athanasius; the latter therefore was now to be 

crushed with the help of the Meletians. Athanasius in relat- 
ing this adds, “ Now has Eusebius shown why he joined the 
Meletians.”? These last Eusebius desired by letter to hunt 
up causes of complaint against Athanasius; and after many, at 
first vain endeavours, Ision, Eudsemon, and Callinicus, three 

Meletian clergy, bethought themselves of the accusation that 
Athanasius had of his own will introduced an entirely new 
impost, the supply of linen robes, oreydpia, for the service of 
the Church. With this accusation they travelled to the 
Emperor in Nicomedia; but at that very place there were 
then two priests of S. Athanasius, Apis and Macarius, who 
informed the Emperor of the true state of the case, and 
‘showed the falsehood of the accusation. They succeeded in 
convincing him, as Athanasius states (Apolog. c. Arian. c. 60), 
and Constantine at once thought good to desire Athanasius 
himself to appear before him.’ As soon as Eusebius learned 
this, he advised the accusers not to leave the palace; and 
when Athanasius arrived, they brought forward two new 
accusations at once ; one against Macarius, that he had broken 
a chalice of the Meletians (of which later), and another 

against Athanasius, that he supported Philomenus, who was 
guilty of high treason, with a chest of gold. In consequence 
of this, Athanasius seems for some time to have been held in 

a sort of custody, as he shows in his third newly-discovered 
Festal Letter, written before Easter 331.4 As he neverthe- 

7 Rafin. i. 11 ; Sozom. ii. 27. * Apologia contra Arian. c. 60. 
2 Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. c. 60. 
* Larsow, Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, p. 70. 
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less shortly succeeded in showing the groundlessness of these 
accusations also (at Psammathia, a suburb of Nicomedia), he 
was honourably released by the Emperor; and before Easter 
332, from the imperial residence, he addressed a new Paschal | 
Letter to the bishops and priests of Egypt.' Besides this, 
Constantine addressed a lengthy exhortation, preserved by 
Athanasius, to the Alexandrians, in which he desired them to 

live in unity, using strong expressions against the Meletians, 
but conferring upon Athanasius the honourable appellation of 
“a man of God.” ? 

Now for some time Athanasius had peace; but then the 
Meletians were again bribed with presents to bring forward 
fresh accusations against him. 

In Mareotis, belonging to the bishopric of Alexandria, where 
otherwise there was no community of Meletians, a layman 
named Ischyras had falsely pretended to be a priest, and had 
exercised priestly functions. When Athanasius learnt this 
upon a visitation tour, he sent the priest Macarius to Ischyras 
to summon him to appear before him; but Ischyras being at 
this time ill, Macarius could only entreat his father to restrain 
his son from such an offence in future. As soon as Ischyras 
recovered, he fled to the Meletians, and they invented the 
accusation that Macarius, by order of Athanasius, had broken 

into the chapel of Ischyras, overthrown his altar, broken 
his chalice, and burnt the sacred volumes*® This affair had 

already been brought forward when Athanasius was with the 
Emperor in Psammathia, but without result,’ probably because 
Athanasius produced a document written by Ischyras’ own 
hand, in which he confessed the whole deception, and begged 
to be again received into the Church.” Notwithstanding this, 
the Meletians now again brought up this ground of complaint, 

* Larsow, l.c. pp. 77, 80. In the old preface to these Festal Letters (Larsow, p. 
27, No. 8) there is a false statement ; and what is said of the Festal Letter of 

331 (namely, that it was written on his return from the court) belongs to the 
Festal Letter of the year 332, as is shown by S. Athanasius’ own words (ibid. 
pp. 77 and 80). 

* Athanas. Apologia contra Arianos, c. 60, 61; Socrat. i. 27 ; Sozom. ii. 
22; Theodoret, Hist. Hecl. i. 26, 27 (inexact). ° 

* Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 63; Socrat. i. 27; Sozom. vi. 28. 
* Athanas, Apolog. c. Arian. c. 60. 
5 This writing of Ischyras is to be found in Athanas, i. c. 64. That Ischyras 
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and joined to it the further accusation that Athanasius had 
murdered the Bishop Arsenius of Hypsele, who held with the 
Meletians, and had cut a hand off his dead body in order to 
work magic therewith. The real author of this lie was the 
Meletian chief bishop, John Archaph; but Arsenius allowed 
himself to be bribed to conceal himself in order that the story 
of his death might be believed, whilst the enemies of Atha- 
nasius even displayed openly the hand which they pretended 
had been cut off, and insisted on carrying their complaint to 
the Emperor, who commissioned his nephew, the Censor Dal- 
matius of Antioch, to investigate the charge of murder, and 
Athanasius was called upon to defend himself. He had not 
at first thought it worth while to pay any attention to this 
accusation ; but he now found it necessary to set on foot every- 
where inquiries for Arsenius, partly through letters, partly 
through a deacon whom he had especially commissioned for 
the purpose. It was betrayed to the latter that Arsenius was 
hidden in the Egyptian monastery of Ptemencyrcis. Before 
his arrival, the monks had already sent Arsenius on in a small 
vessel; but the deacon had two of them—the monk Helias, 
who had accompanied Arsenius in his further flight, and the 
priest Pinnes, who knew of the whole affair—arrested, and 
brought before the Governor of Alexandria, where they both 
confessed that Arsenius was still living." How he was once 
more found we shall relate later. 

° Sec. 48. Synod of Caesarea in 334. 

While this was going on, and Athanasius was arming himself 
for his defence, the Eusebians were making every exertion to 
destroy him, and this was indeed to be accomplished at a 
Synod at Cesarea in 334,’ to which place, as it appears, the 

had thus early written this letter, and certainly before the new accusation against 
Athanasius, presently to be related, is clear from Athanas, l.c. c. 65. 

1 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 65-67; Socrat. i. 27; Sozom. ii. 28. 
3 This Synod must be placed in the year 334, as clearly appears from the pre- 

face to the newly-discovered, Festal Letters of S. Athanasius (p. 28, No. 7), 
and from Sozomen (ii. 25). In the latter paseage the Synod of Tyre in 335 
declares that that of Cesarea had taken place a year before. That of Sardica 
says the same in the Epistola Synodica, published by the Eusebian party (Hilar. 

= A a a a 
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Censor Dalmatius had summoned him. Athanasius declined 
to appear ;’ but instead, made known to the Emperor all that 
had taken place, namely, that information respecting Arsenius 
had been received, at the same time recalling to his memory 
what he had already heard at Psammathia regarding the story 
of the chalice. The Emperor, upon this, gave orders to the - 
Censor to put a stop to the investigation; desired Eusebius 
and his friends, who were already hastening to Caesarea, to 
return,? and addressed another very honourable letter to Atha- 
nasius, in which he openly recognised the deceit practised by 
the Meletians, and openly exposed the inconsistency with which 
they had charged, at one time Athanasius, and at another 
Macarius, with the breaking of the chalice*® As soon as it 
was discovered that Arsenius was still living, the monk Pinnes 
of the Ptemencyrcis monastery had advised John Archaph to 
put an end to the attack upon Athanasius.* The chief bishop 
of the Meletians now therefore found it necessary, in order to 
appease the Emperor, to set forth, in a letter to the latter, his 
great inclination, professedly at least, for reconciliation with 

Athanasius, for which Constantine praised him.® After a 
year, however, or a year and a half, the Eusebians, again 
instigated by the Meletians, ventured on a fresh attack . 
upon him. They had constantly set before the Emperor the 
necessity of convening a large council for the restoration of 
peace in the Church, and for the union of the divided parties ; 
and as just now, at the time of Constantine's thirtieth anni- 
versary, the great Church of the Resurrection built by him at 
Jerusalem was to be consecrated in the presence of many 

Oper. Fragm. iii. p. 1811, ed. Benedict. 1698). If, however, Sozomen in the 
commencement of the chapter already cited, says that from the summons of 
Athanasius to Cesarea to his arrival in Tyre thirty months had elapsed, this is 
not contradictory to the foregoing statement : for («) the Synod of Ceesarea would 
certainly have been notified to Athanasius considerably earlier than the time of 
its commencement; (4) neither did he come at once to Tyre, but some time only 
after the opening of the Council; and lastly (y), the thirty months of Sozomen 
may be partly numerus rotundus, and not quite an accurate measure of time. 

1 Sozom. ii. 25, and preface to the Syriac version of the Festal Letters of S. 
Athanasius, p. 28. 

* Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 65. 
3 This letter is found in Athanas. l.c. c. 68. * Athanas, ic. 67. 
6 For the Emperor's letter to John Archaph, see Athanas. ic. c. 70. 
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bishops, the Eusebians represented to him how glorious it 
would be if, before the commencement of this solemn act, all 

the bishops could be united, and the ecclesiastical strife in 
Egypt be set at rest. This proposition was too closely allied 
to Constantine’s darling plan not to meet with his approval, 
and he therefore arranged that the bishops should first assemble 
in Tyre, and then, with united and reconciled hearts, proceed 
to the great festival at Jerusalem. 

Sec. 49. Synod of Tyre in 335.’ 

Eusebius states that Constantine himself summoned the 
Bishops of Egypt, Libya, Asia, and Europe to this Synod ; ap- 
pointed the Consul Dionysius protector; and hastened imme- 
diately after the opening of the Council, even before all the 
bishops had assembled, earnestly to exhort them to unity.’ 
Not counting the Egyptians, there appeared altogether about 
sixty bishops.* The Eusebians, nevertheless, had the upper 
hand: namely, Eusebius of Nicomedia, and Eusebius of 

Cesarea, Theognis of Niceea, Maris’ of Chalcedon, Macedonius 

of Mopsuestia, Ursacius of Singidunum, Valens of Murcia, 
Theodore of Heraclea, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, and others.* 
By the side of these, the few men belonging to no party, such 
as Maximus of Jerusalem, Alexander of Thessalonica, and 
Marcellus of Ancyra, could gain no influence.’ Athanasius at 
first refused to confide his cause to the Eusebians, because 

they were his enemies, on account of their heresy ;* but the 
Emperor obliged him to appear at the Synod.’ We may 

1 The preface to the Syriac version of the Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, 
published by Larsow, p. 28, fixes the Synod of Tyre in the year 3386, not, as is 
generally supposed, in 835. 

_ © Euseb. Vita Constantine, lib. iv. c. 40-42. Printed in the Collections of 
‘ Councils by Mansi, t. ii. p. 1139 sqq., and Hard. t. i. p. 539, where also the 

other documents referring to the Council of Tyre, which we shal] quote singly 
from their sources, especially from the Apologia Athanasii, are conveniently 
collected. 

3 Socrat. i 28. 
4 Cf. Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 73, 74, 77. 

> Athanas. @.c. c. §0 ; Sozom. ii. 83 ; Rufin. i. (x.) 16. 
® Athanas. ic. c. 71. 
7 Athanas. l.c. ) 2. According to the preface to the Syriac version of the Festal 

Il, B 

»L. 
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wonder how Constantine, who a year before had judged 
Athanasius so favourably, should now show him so little kind- 
ness, This is, however, partly explained in the following 
manner :— 

Athanasius, after his victory over his opponents, was natu- 
rally all the more zealous in his endeavours to bring the 
whole of Egypt into Church unity, and, in virtue of the 

_ Nicene decrees, to recall the rest of the Meletians and Arians 

into communion. This seemed to be the more possible as 
the Meletians had formerly promised as much at Nica, and 
the Arians formed as yet no organized sect, with a worship 
of their own. The hindrances, however, with which he met, 

especially the obstinacy and malice of individuals, compelled 
him to adopt severer measures, and to invoke the secular 
arm against the recusants. That this was the case, is shown 
by the complaints which many of his opponents, especially 
Meletians, brought before the Synod of Tyre as to how, 
through him, that is, by the secular arm at his demand, they 
were condemned to all sorts of severe punishments, especially 
imprisonment and corporal chastisement.' How greatly, how- 
ever, Athanasius was provoked to severity by the malice of 
others, may be shown by the example of the Bishop Callinicus 
of Pelusium, who, alleging the fable of the unfair election of 
Athanasius, intrigued so long against his metropolitan, that 
the latter deposed him, and he then raised a great outcry 
against the violence and injustice of Athanasius.” Such 
reports, skilfully employed, might well bring 8S. Athanasius 
under suspicion of the Emperor, who was, as even his admirer 
Eusebius allows, very credulous and easily led,’ as if by his 
excessive vehemence he was hindering the peace of the 
Church in Egypt; disturbing the peace being, in the eyes of 
the Emperor, the greatest offence, as Sozomen says.‘ To this, 
doubtless, it must be added that the Eusebians also suspected . 
the theology of Athanasius, as though, from their standpoint, 

Letters of 8S. Athanasius (published by Larsow, 185., p. 28), Athanasius set out 
on the 17th Epihi (July 11, 336) to travel from Alexandria to Tyre. There is 
here a mistake of a year. Compare J'ibing. Theol. Quarialschrift, 1853, No. 1, 
p- 168 aq. 

' Sozom. ii. 25. ® Sozom. ii. 25. 

3 Euseb. Vita Const. iv. 54. ‘ em ii. 31. 

‘ 
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he inclined too nearly to Sabellianism by overstepping the 
bounds of the Nicene faith, and thereby frightening back the 
converted Arians, and so proving himself a hindrance to the 
unity of the Church. Baronius thinks’ that they had even 
declared the report that Arsenius still lived to be a falsehood, 
spread abroad by Athanasius himself. I can, however, find 

nothing of this Be this as it may, Athanasius now found 
_ himself obliged to go, against his will, to Tyre; but he took 

with him forty-eight of his suffragan bishops, in order, if 
possible, to ensure his being able to maintain a numerical 
equality with the Eusebians.”? His priest Macarius being 
again accused of the pretended destruction of the chalice, was 
brought in chains to Tyre.” Ischyras had, as we have seen, 
made a humble apology to Athanasius; but, notwithstanding, had 
not been again received into the communion of the Church,’ 
and now, in revenge, he once more returned to the attack. To 
this the Eusebians incited him by the promise of a see.” 

The parts were well assigned at Tyre; the Meletians were 
the accusers, the Eusebians were the judges; the presidency 
was held by the Church historian Eusebius, who had long 
been embittered against the Egyptians, and especially against 
Athanasius.® As soon as the Egyptian Bishop Potambn, who 
had lost an eye in the persecution under Maximian, saw 
Eusebius in the seat of the president, he cried out: “ Thou art 
seated there, Eusebius, and the innocent Athanasius is judged 

by thee! Who can endure this? Say, wast thou not with me 
in prison at the time of the persecution? I have lost an eye 
for the truth’s sake, but thou hast not suffered in any part of 
thy body. How hast thou then thus escaped from prison, if 
not by wrongful promises or actual deeds?” Thus relates 
Epiphanius,’ while Athanasius and others are silent on the 
point. In any case, it was only a suspicion, and, indeed, a 

' Baron. Annal. ad. ann. 384, n. 4. 
* Their names are in Athanas. Apolog. conira Arianos, c. 78. Later they 

made this a ground of complaint against him. See below. 
- 3 Athanas, Le. c. 71. * Athanas. l.c. c. 74. 5 Athanas. c. 85. 

* Compare the conclusion of the Egyptian bishops’ letter in Athanas. U.c. c. 78. 
Eusebius also plainly shows (Vita Const. iv. 41) his own injustice towards the 
orthodox of Egypt. 

' Epiph. Her. Ixviii. 7. 
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groundless one of Potamon’s; and it is very possible that . 
Epiphanius’ whole account is only another and a false version 
of what Rufinus relates. He says that when the Egyptian 
Bishop Paphnutius saw Maximus of Jerusalem, who was not 
an Eusebian, at Tyre, sitting among that party, he cried out: 
“Thou, O Maximus, who with me in the persecution hast lost 
an eye, but hast thereby earned the right of heavenly light, I 
cannot see thee sitting in the assembly of the wicked.” This 
statement of Rufinus is plainly more probable than that of 
Epiphanius ; but that there is a certain connection between the 
two, is not to be denied. 

The Bishop Callinicus of the Meletian party, and the well- 
known Ischyras, at once came forward against Athanasius.’ 
Ischyras again charged. him with having broken his chalice, 
and overthrown his altar? as also with having often thrown 
him into prison, and slandered him before the’ Prefect of 
Egypt. Callinicus, formerly Catholic Bishop of Pelusium, 

complained that he had been irregularly deposed by Atha- 
nasius, because he had refused’ communion with him until 

he could clear himself of the affair of the chalice. Again, 
other Meletian bishops wished to prove themselves ill-used by 
Athanasius; but they all brought forward the well-known 
accusation of the irregularity of his election; and a document 
from Egypt was produced containing the following words: 
“It is solely the fault of Athanasius that every individual 
in Egypt has not joined the Church.”* What Athanasius 
replied to all this is not known. He himself scarcely touches 
upon these complaints* Sozomen only says that Athanasius 
cleared himself on some points at once, while on others he 
begged for time to enable him to bring forward his proofs. 

Hereupon his enemies again raised the story of Arsenius, 
probably in the hope that Athanasius was not yet able to 
prove that Arsenius was indeed living. 

' Sozomen (ii. 28) calls him Ischyrion. 
® Sozomen (ii. 25) speaks of a bishop’s seat instead of an altar; but, in the 

first place, Ischyras had only assumed the part of priest, and therefore had no 
bishop’s seat in his sacrarium ; besides which, Athanasius, in his A ‘ 
which is here the best authority, always speaks of an altar-table (epdéesZa), for 
instance, ¢. 74. 

3 Sozom. ii. 25. * Athanas. l.c. c. 72. 
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The latter had even disappeared from their eyes,—they 
themselves knew not what had become of him, least of all did 

they guess that he was in the very hands of Athanasius. 
Without their consent he had gone, out of curiosity, secretly 
to Tyre, that he might see how matters went at the Synod. 
Some one, however, had recognised him, and had remarked in 
a tavern, “ Arsenius, who is supposed to be dead, is here, hidden 
in a certain house.” A servant of the Consul Archelaus heard 
this by chance, and informed his master, who had the 
fugitive seized. Arsenius tried at first to deny his identity ; 
but he was convicted by Bishop Paul of Tyre, who had long 
ago known him, and Archelaus now communicated the 
whole affair to S. Athanasius.’ Arsenius himself also wrote to 
Athanasius, and assured him most emphatically of his present 
renunciation of the Meletian party.” Without knowing of this, 
the Meletians brought the charge of the murder of Arsenius 
before the Synod, and also did not fail to show the hand 
which had been cut off in a wooden box. Hereupon Atha- 
nasius inquired of several of those present whether they had 
known Arsenius ; and when they replied in the affirmative, he 
led in the man supposed to be dead, and lifted his mantle, so 
that both his hands should be seen.’ The effect which this 
produced is variously reported. According to Socrates (i. 30), 
the author of this accusation, John Archaph, fled ; according to 
Theodoret,‘ they accused Athanasius of sorcery ; and, lastly, ac- 
cording to Sozomen,’ they made the lying excuse that “ Atha- 
nasius had set Arsenius’ house on fire and shut him up in it, 
in order to kill him, but he must nevertheless have escaped 

™ Socrat. i. 29. 
2 Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 69. That Arsenius was now first discovered, 

and that he only now wrote to Athanasius, appears from Socrates i. 29, Theo- 
doret, Hist. Eccl. c. i. 30, and from Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 72; while in 
ce. 69 Arsenius’ letter to Athanasius is only given by anticipation. Accordingly, 
the Benedictines (Vita S. Athan. p. xxiv. ed. Patav.) have ascribed the dis- 
covery and repentance of Arsenius to a too early date, in the year 338 ; and it is 
far more likely that the discovery of the lost one was only made shortly before 
the Synod, so that the opponents of Athanasius knew nothing of it. In Athanas. 
Apol. c. Arian. c. 27, Pope Julius says that afterwards Arsenius was amongst 
the friends of Athanasius. 

® Theodoret, Hist. Hccl. i. 80; Socrat. i. 29 sq. ; Sozom. ii. 25. 
4 Theodoret, Hist. Hcl. i. 80. 5 Sozom. ii. 26. 
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through a window ; but, as he had not been seen for so long, 
they had with good reason concluded that he had really 
perished on that occasion.” 

All the old historians before named, however, agree that a 

great tumult now arose, and that the enemies of Athanasius, 
instead of being ashamed of themselves, rushed in upon him 
so violently that he began to fear for his life. 

If Rufinus’ and Theodoret? relate the order of events rightly, 
a complaint on another point was brought forward before that — 
concerning Arsenius. They brought before the Synod a 
woman who maintained that Athanasius had once, while on 

a visit to her, surprised her at night unexpectedly, and offered 
violence to her. He was brought in to answer for himself, 
and with him his friend, the priest Timothy, who, at Athanasius 
suggestion, thus addressed the girl: “ Do you certainly 
maintain that I once lodged in your house, and offered violence 
to you?” She affirmed it, and thus by this change of per- 
sons—for she did not even know Athanasius——were the 
accusers once more put to shame. It was, however, in vain 

that Athanasius demanded a further inquiry as to who had 
persuaded the girl to this deceit ; the Eusebians were of opinion 
that there were far more important points to be investigated.” 
The whole story concerning the girl is, however, by no means 
satisfactorily authenticated. Not only is Athanasius silent 
about it, although he could have made use of this circum- 
stance for his own defence, and as a proof of the hatred of the 
Eusebians ; but, moreover, all the synods, both for and against 

Athanasius, which were held later, when all the old accusa- 

tions were discussed afresh, do not make the slightest men- 
tion of this story. So also is Socrates silent on the point ; 
and the only authority for the story seems to be Rufinus, 
from whom Theodoret and Sozomen derived it, the latter 

adding: “In the acts of the Synod no word of the sort is 
found.” The Arian Philostorgius relates something simular, 
but so far contradictory to Rufinus, that he represents the 
accusation as coming from Athanasius, and Eusebius of 
Ceesarea as the accused: he says that Athanasius had in- 
duced a girl to accuse Eusebius before the Synod as her 

? Rafin. i. 27. 2 Theodoret, i. 30. * Rufin. Le. ; Theodoret, l.c. 
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seducer ; but it had been shown that she did not even know 
this man.’ 

From these contradictory accounts of Philostorgius and 
Rufinus, we may well assume that both are only different 
versions of one and the same fable. Be this as it may, it is 
certain that the Eusebians, in order not to give up their point 
altogether, now insisted with all their might upon further 
search into the affair of Macarius and Ischyras, and that 
further inquiries concerning the real state of the case should 
be made in Ischyras’ own country, Mareotis, through a special 
deputation of the Synod. The Count Dionysius, the imperial 
protector of the Synod, went over to their side ; their intention, 
however, being, as Athanasius affirms, to intrigue against him 
in his absence. He himself maintained the whole journey to 
Mareotis to be unnecessary, as everything was already cleared 
up on sufficient evidence ; but in any case men should be chosen 
‘to act in this deputation who were removed from all suspicion 
of party spirit. The Count Dionysius allowed him to be night 
on this last point ;? and it was decided that the members of the 
synodal deputation should be chosen at a general session. 
The Eusebians and Meletians, however, did not bind them- 

selves to this, but appointed in an arbitrary and one-sided 
way exactly the most bitter enemies of Athanasius as deputies, 
and sought to obtain the subsequent ratification of their step 
by going round to each one individually.* Those chosen 
were: Theognis of Nica, Maris of Chalcedon, Ursacius, Valens, 

Macedonius, and Theodorus,* to whom they gave a military 
escort, and a letter of recommendation to the Governor of 

Egypt. They also took with them Ischyras, the accuser of 
Macarius, leaving the latter in chains at Tyre, plainly showing. 
that they sought witnesses for Ischyras only, and not for the 
trath. Their chief confidant in Egypt was the Prefect Phila- 
grius, formerly a Christian, who had relapsed into heathenism ; 
and while they rejected the testimony of the Alexandrian and 
Mareotic priests, even of those who had been eye-witnesses of 

1 Philostorg. ii. 11. ? Athanas. l.c. c. 72. . 
3Cf. the letter of Bishop Alexander of Thessalonica in Athanas. lc. c. 80, 

and the letter of the Egyptian bishops, ib. c. 77. 
4 See above, p. 17. 



24 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

the affair of Ischyras, not even allowing these clergy to be 
present at the trial and verbal process, they listened’ to the tes- 
timony of Jews and heathens, and even of catechumens, who 

were to speak concerning proceedings in a sanctuary where 
they were yet never allowed to go. Thus, then, they pretended 
to have seen things in a place where they could never have been, 
and accordingly their statements turned out very contradictory.’ 

The clergy of Alexandria and Mareotis protested against a 
proceeding so contrary to all right, in several letters to the 
deputation, to the Synod, to the Prefect of Egypt, and to an- 
other imperial officer.” The priests of Mareotis particularly 
declared that Ischyras had never been a priest; he had indeed 
maintained that he had been formerly ordained by Colluthus ; 

but the latter (a somewhat older schismatic of Alexandria) ® 
had never been made a bishop himself, and therefore could 
have ordained no priest. But in any case, Ischyras had been 
deposed from his assumed priesthood at a synod in presence of 
Hosius (therefore before the Council of Nica), and placed in lay 
communion. He had never had a church in Mareotis; neither 
had a chalice been broken, or an altar overthrown, by Athana- 
sius, or by any of his attendants. They, the clergy of Mareotis, 
were there when Athanasius visited that country; but that 
which Ischyras brought forward was a lie throughout, as he 
himself had already confessed. When the synodal deputation 
came to Mareotis, they had clearly seen the groundlessness of 
Ischyras’ complaint; but Theognis and the other enemies of 
Athanasius had induced the adherents of Ischyras and other 
“ Ariomanites”” (violent admirers of Arius) to make state- 
ments of which they could make use. The Prefect Philagrius. 
supported them in this, and by threats and violent treatment 
had suppressed the truth and encouraged the false testimonies.‘ 

At the same time, the Egyptian bishops, who were present 
at Tyre, openly impeached the Eusebians before the Synod of 
conspiring against Athanasius, of having chosen the deputa- 
tion unjustly, etc, and begged the remaining bishops not to. 
make common cause with them.’ They addressed a letter to 

1 Athanas. J.c. c. 72,83. 2 Athanas. lc. c. 78-75. *Cf. eupr. vol. i. p. 250. 
* The two letters of the clergy of Mareotis, Athanas. l.c. c. 74, 75. 
5 Athanas, ic. c. 77. 

NN 
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the same effect to the Count Dionysius,’ and desired of him, in 
a letter written somewhat later, that he should, in considera- 
tion of the machinations of their enemies, reserve the decision 

of this affair for the Emperor. They explained this also to 
the Synod.? Alexander of Thessalonica, one of the most 
illustrious bishops of the Council, also thought fit to warn 
Dionysius of the unjust proceedings of the Eusebians, that he 
might not be led by them into any false step ;* and Dionysius ® 
valued his judgment so highly, that he had urgent injunctions 
sent to the commissaries who had gone to Mareotis, to act 
justly.‘ 

Athanasius, however, had given up all hope from the Synod 
of Tyre, and quitted it now, in order by his absence to stop 
its further proceedings. It was, he said, an acknowledged rule, 
that whatever was determined by one party alone was invalid. 
Yet the Eusebians did not look upon themselves as a party, 
but as judges; and when their deputation returned from 
Mareotis with their protocols and false statements of the 
witnesses,’ the Synod pronounced the deposition of Athanasius, 
and forbade him to return to Alexandria, that disturbances 
might not arise there. The -Meletian John Archaph and his 
adherents, as being illegally persecuted by Athanasius, were, 
on the contrary, again. received into the communion of the 
Church, and restored to their offices; nay, they even made 

Ischyras himself bishop of his own town in Mareotis (hitherto 
belonging to the see of Alexandria) as a reward for his help, 
and induced the Emperor to build a Church for him. They 
did not communicate their decisions to the Emperor alone, 
but addressed an encyclical letter to all the bishops to this 
effect : “They should break off all connection with Athanasius, 
as he was convicted of several crimes, and by evading any 
defence by his flight had convicted himself of others. The 
reasons demanding his condemnation were: firstly, because the 
year before he had not presented himself before the Synod of 

? Athanas. ic. c. 78. ® Athanas. J.c. c. 79. * Athanas. l.c. c. 80. 
* Letter of Dionysius, Athanas. J.c. c. 81. 5 Apologia c. Arian. c. 82. 
* For good reasons the Eusebians did not at all desire their protocols to come 

before the public, and especially before the eyes of Athanasius, and were very 
angry when Pope Julius later on imparted to him these acts. Athanas. Apol. 
¢. Arian. c. 83. 
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Ceesarea, but had kept it waiting a long time in vain ; secondly, 
because, having arrived at Tyre with such a large number of 
bishops, he had caused disturbances in the Council, either not 

answering the accusations at all, or slandering certain bishops ; 
or when cited, paying no attention. Furthermore, the destruc- 
tion of a sacred chalice had been clearly proved, as Theognis, 
Maris, and others, who had been sent on that account to 

Mareotis, testified.” ? 

Sec. 50. Synod at Jerusalem in 335. 

Scarcely had this taken place when the Emperor desired 
the bishops to betake themselves immediately to Jerusalem to 
assist at the consecration of the church already mentioned, to 
which many other bishops had also been invited? The 
Church historian Eusebius relates the great solemnities which 
took place there very circumstantially and with evident 
pleasure, and takes great pains to place the Synod held 
on this occasion at Jerusalem on a par with that of Nicza. 
It was indeed not an appendix to, but a contradiction of, the 
Nicene Council; for the Eusebians already ventured to 
answer affirmatively the question propounded to them by the 
Emperor, namely, whether the profession of faith by Arius 
and his friends, handed in some time before, was satisfactory, 
to decide solemnly to receive the Arians, and to acquaint there- 
with all bishops and clergy, and especially those of Egypt, 
that they might take note of it.® Athanasius was indeed 
crushed, and thereby the chief hindrance to that reception, 

and the Arianizing of the Church, appeared to be got rid of. 
In order to make the victory more complete, however, a 
process was also commenced at Jerusalem against Marcellus 
of Ancyra, who, like Athanasius, had ever been a great 

? Sozom. ii. 25 ; Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 85. According to Socrates (i. 32), 

the Synod of Tyre had twice pronounced sentence upon Athanasius; namely, 
the anathema, immediately after his flight, and the deposition pronounced after 
the return of the synodal deputation. 

3 Euseb. Vita Const. iv. 48 sqq. ; Socrat. i. 38; Sozom. ii. 26 ; Theodoret, 
i. $1. 

3 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 84; de Synodis Arimin. et Seleuc. c. 21, 22 
(t. i. P. it. p. 586, ed. Patav.); Rufin. i. (x.) 11; Sozom. ii. 27. 
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opponent of Arianism, and had angered the Eusebians by his 
protest against the condemnation of Athanasius, as well as by 
his refusal to take part in the Synod of Jerusalem. But a 
fresh command of the Emperor, that all the bishops who had 
been present at Tyre should at once come to Constantinople, 
obliged further proceedings against him to be postponed until 
later. 

SEC. 51. Synod of Constantinople in the year 335. First 
exile of Athanasius. Deposition of Marcellus of Ancyra, 
and death of Arius. 

Athanasius having fled from Tyre, resorted to Constan- 
tinople,*? and presented himself before the Emperor, who was 
just then riding by. Constantine at first did not recognise him, 
and when he discovered who he was, would not listen to him 
at all; so much was he set against the man who had been 
represented to him as the disturber of peace in Egypt. But 
Athanasius frankly explained that he wished nothing but that 
the Emperor should summon before him the bishops from Tyre, 
that in his presence he might make complaint of the injustice 
which had been shown him.? This appeared reasonable to the 

1 Socrat. i. 86. 
* According to the preface to the Syriac version of the Festal Letters of 8. 

Athanasius (p. 28), he arrived at Constantinople on the 2d of Athyr (October 
29) 336, which is another mistake of a year. Cf. above, p. 15, note 2. 

3 Natalis Alexander, in a special dissertation (xxi. to sec. iv. of his Hist. 
Ecel.), endeavoured to show that Athanasius had rightfully appealed to the 
Emperor, and that generally, in like cases of unjust sentences pronounced by 
church authorities (thus in legal, not in purely ecclesiastical matters), an appeal 
to the Emperor could be made (ab abueu). Against this the Roman censors 
raised objections ; and Roncaglia wrote a special treatise against the recuraus ab 
abusu, which in the later edition of Naialis Alezander was appended to the 
above dissertation. Roncaglia represents the matter as if with Athanasius there 
was no question of appeal from the sentence of a competent judge, and thus no 
appeal at all, but only a petition for imperial protection against a party which, 
through misuse of the imperial favour, had treated him with injustice. Neither 
was it an appeal, because Athanasius had not even waited for the sentence of the 

Synod, but had beforehand addressed himself to the Emperor. We add that, in 
any case, Athanasius did not address himself to the Emperor in order that the 
latter (namely, the secular judge) should decide, but that the affair might be ex- 
amined by a fresh Synod, namely, of ecclesiastical judges. It must not either 
be overlooked, that at Jerusalem not only had the law of the Church with respect 
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Emperor, and he sammousd all the bishops who had been 

same time, he complained bitterly of the divisi 
Church, and boasted, on the other hand, of his o 

The Eusebians were, however, astute enough \not to allow 

all the bishops who had been present at Tyre td go to Con- 
stantinople for many amongst them had not agreed to the 
proceedings against Athanasius.’ They intimidated them by 
representing the Emperor's letter as prophesying no good, and 
thus it came to pass that many, instead of going to Constan- 
tinople, returned to their sees* The Eusebians, therefore, 
only sent to Constantinople, as before to Mareotis, the leaders 
of their party: the two Eusebiuses, Theognis, Maris, Patro- 
philus, Ursacius, and Valens, who brought with them a wholly 
new accusation against Athanasius—that he had threatened 
to hinder the yearly importation of corn from Alexandria to 
Constantinople.’ Concerning the chalice and Arsenius, they 
were now entirely silent, as Athanasius himself, and after him 
Theodoret and Socrates maintain; while Sozomen maintains 
that they again brought up the subject of the chalice, and that 
the Emperor credited it. However that may be, it is certain 
that the Emperor exiled Athanasius, without hearing his 
further defence, to Tréves in Gaul at the end of the year 335, 
as is generally supposed, or, as says the preface to the Syriac 
version of the Festal Letters of S. Athanasius,® on the 10th 
Athyr (November 6) 336; and this, in truth, as Athanasius 
himself states, because the point concerning the importation of 
corn had angered him exceedingly. The Egyptian bishops 
add that Athanasius sought to represent to the Emperor that 
it would have been impossible for him to hinder the im- 

to Athanasius been violated, but also the natural law, according to which no 
man may be judged by his enemies. 

? Athanas. lc. c. 66; Sozom. ii. 28. That Constantine was, nevertheless, 
not displeased with the Synod of Tyre, is seen from the praise which he soon 
after bestowed upon it, when the Alexandrians desired the return of Athanasius. 
Sozom. ii. 81. 

* Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 87. 3 Cf. the conclusion of Sozom. ii. 25. 
4 Socrat. i. 85; Sozom. ii. 28. 
5 Socrat. i. 85; Athamas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 87; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 

i. $1. 

* Larsow, p. 28. 
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portation of corn, but that Eusebius of Nicomedia contra- 
dicted him, pointing out his wealth and great influence.’ 
Sozomen remarks on this, not without a keen appreciation 
of the whole mental attitude of the Emperor towards Arianism, 
that Constantine also thought there could be no better means 
to restore the peace of the Church than the banishment of 
Athanasius. That the Emperor only meant to withdraw 
Athanasius from his enemies, and that the punishment there- 
fore was not really intended, was afterwards asserted by Con- 
stantine the younger? but probably only in order to shield his 
father’s memory. Yet Athanasius himself afterwards appears 
to have in some degree credited this assertion® For the rest, 
the Emperor rejected the demand of the Eusebians that 
another bishop should be chosen for Alexandria, and his son, 
Constantine the younger, residing at Tréves, received the 
exile kindly, and provided him with all necessaries.‘ 

The Eusebian bishops, however, who had come to Constan- 

tinople held a synod in that place, at which they again 
brought forward the affair of Marcellus of Ancyra, accusing 
him of disrespect to the Emperor, in not having appeared at 
the consecration of the church in Jerusalem, as well as of 

heresy. Marcellus had attempted to defend the orthodox 
doctrine against the Arian sophist Asterius of Cappadocia,’ 
and, at the same time, against the Eusebians ; but in this he 
was so unfortunate, that he afforded his adversaries an oppor- 
tunity for an accusation of heterodoxy. Although Marcellus, 
like Athanasius, now addressed himself to the Emperor, and 
gave him the work in question, with the request that he would 
read and examine it himself, the Synod deposed him, and de- 

sired all the bishops in his province (Galatia) to destroy the 
book.® 

It is difficult to pass a decided judgment upon Marcellus. 
As we shall see by and by, the Synod of Sardica declared him 
to have been unjustly deposed, and restored him to his see. 

1 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 9. * Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 87. 
3 Athanas. Historia Arian. ad Monachos, c. 50. 
4 Athanas. Historia Arian. l.c., and Apologia c. Arian. c. 29, 87. 
5 Concerning Asterius, and the treatise of Marcellus against him, cf. Jahn, 

Marcellus of Ancyra, pp. 38-46 and p. 49 sqq. 
© Socrat. i. 36; Sozom. ii. 88 ; Tillemont, lc. t. vii. tit. Marcel. d’Ancyre. 
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Athanasius and Bishop Julius of Rome were also at that time 
on his side. But later on, the opinions of the greater num- 
ber changed, especially after Marcellus’ pupil, Bishop Photinus 
of Sirmium, had been convicted of heresy; and then, even 
Athanasius, when questioned by Epiphanius as to the ortho- 
doxy of Marcellus, would express no decided opinion.’ In- 
deed, if Hilary is correct, Athanasius had already, before the 

year 349, shut out Marcellus from the communion of the 
Church.? Other Fathers of the Church judged him still more 
severely, especially Hilary himself, Basil the Great, and 
Chrysostom, as also the greater number of the later authorities, 
Petavius* in particular. Tillemont is also more against than 
for Marcellus ; and Batonius does not venture at least to decide 

in his favour. On the other hand, Natalis Alexander; and 
Bernard Montfaucon,’ and lately also Mohler,’ have sought to 
defend the orthodoxy of Marcellus, allowing him to be faulty 
in expression; while Dorner® and Dollinger,? on the other 
hand, felt themselves obliged to judge him more unfavour- 
ably. A right judgment concerning Marcellus of Ancyra is 
so difficult on this account, because his own treatise against 
Asterius has been lost, and we only possess fragments of it 
in the two refutations of Eusebius of Cesarea,” who not 
seldom misrepresented the intention and sense of the writer. 
Also words used by Eusebius have often been taken for those 
of Marcellus. All these fragments, collected by Rettberg in 
1794, under the title of Marcelliana, form the chief source for 
judging of the peculiar teaching of this extraordinary and 
much tried man; and, through careful use of these authorities, 
Theodore Zahn of Gottingen, in his work on Marcellus of 
Ancyra, a contribution to the history of theology (Gotha 

1 Epiph. Heres. 72, h. 
? Hilarii Fragm. ii. n. 21, p. 1299, ed. Bened. 
3 Petav. Dogm. Theol. t. ii. lib. i. c. 18, 
4 Baron. Annal, ad ann. 847, n. 55, 61. 
5 Natalis Alexander, sec. iv. Diss. 30. 
© Collectio nova Patrum, t. ii. p. 51, printed in Vogt. Bibl. Hist. Heeresiol. 

t. i. p. 298. 
’ Athanes. ii. 22 sqq. 
8 Dorner, Doctrine of the Person of Christ, second edition, p. 864 sqq. 
» Hippolytus, etc., p. 217. 
1% Adv. Marcell. lib. ii., and De Eccles. Theologia, lib. iii. 



SYNOD OF CONSTANTINOPLE IN 835. 31 

1867), has lately arrived at very noteworthy results.’ Ac- 
cording to this, Marcellus was a great phenomenon, rather in 
the history of theology than in the development of dogma, 
and while holding fast the chief points of the Nicene faith, 
thought it unnecessary to consider its formula as binding. 
The whole theological controversy of his day appeared to 
him a consequence of the unhappy mixture of philosophical 
ideas with the teaching of the Scriptures, and that it was 
necessary to return to the latter to find out the truth. But, 
in most passages of the Bible, only the relation of the Incarnate 
Word to the Father had been intimated, whilst the introduc- 

tion to the Gospel of S. John was the chief foundation for the 
recognition of the eternal relation of the Logos to God, and His 
pre-existence. He considered the expression “ begotten,” so 
frequently used by the theologians of both parties, as especially 
unhappy and confusing; and was of opinion that to admit 
this word made Subordinationism or Arianism unavoidable. 
The being begotten must always be a sort of becoming, of 
taking a beginning (as the Amans said); but the idea of be- 
coming contradicted the eternity of the Logos, so distinctly 
proclaimed by S. John. An eternal generation, as stated by 
Athanasius and others, was to him unimaginable; and he 
therefore most distinctly affirmed the Logos in His pre-exist- 
ence to be unbegotten (in contradiction to the statement of the 
Nicene Creed) ; therefore, again, the Logos in His pre-existence 
could not be called Son, but only the Logos invested with 
human nature was Son of God, and begotten. And so also 
the eternal Logos could not be called the Image of God, for an 
image must be something which assumes a visible form ; there- 
fore this could only be the Incarnate Son, born of the Virgin 
Mary. So when Marcellus, in speaking of the Logos, uses the 
expressions duydyes and évepyela, he designates by the latter 
(év évepryeia elvat) the being of the Logos as a working world- 
creating power, the évépyeva Spacricy ; but whilst the Logos 
thus, as it were, comes forth from God, and works externally, 

yet is not God without the Logos, but the Logos through all this 
remains united with God, inasmuch as he is dvvayus, that is to 

1 Somewhat older and less detailed are the Monographies on Marcellus of 
Ancyra, by Klose (Hamburg 1837, and Wittenberg 1859). 
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say, the power resting in God, the capacity whereby He operates 
as évepyea Spactixn. The Logos is at once a power resting in 
God, and, outwardly working, is in and with God (apos rov 
Geov). Thus Marcellus seemed to divide the Logos into a 
Logos remaining in God and one coming forth from God, who 
not until the end of the history of the world, in so far as He 
has remained in God, returns to Himself,—a separation of the 

divine nature which constitutes the personality of Christ into 
two subjects, of which the one is finite, while the other carries 
on the absolute life’ One sees that this doctrine is different 
from Sabellianism, and Marcellus expressly declared himself 
against Sabellius; but his enemies, especially Eusebius of 
Ceesarea,? chose to discover in it a resemblance to Sabel- 
lianism. 

An accusation against Marcellus, in appearance quite con- 
tradictory to this, had been raised by the bishops at the 
Synod of Constantinople in 335, accusing him, as Socrates* 
and Sozomen say, of Samosatenism, that is, of the erroneous 

doctrine of Paul of Samosata. Neither was this without -a 
certain plausibility. Although fundamentally differing from 
Paul of Samosata, yet neither does Marcellus present the idea 
of a true God-Man, but sees in the miraculously born Jesus a 
man in whom the Logos, the évépyeva Spacrexy of God, dwells. 
This Logos unites Himself with man, is a continual working 
of God upon man. It is true that Marcellus would have his 
God-Man differ from all other creatures, for he says: “The 
divine évépyeca dwells with other men, upon whom it works 
externally ; with Christ, however, it dwells in Himself in- 
wardly.” But neither in this way was the idea of the God- 
Man realized. Thus Marcellus, to a certain extent like Paul 
of Samosata, makes Christ a man in whom God dwells. 

As soon as Athanasius had been put down, Arius was to be 
again formally and solemnly received into the Church, and he 
was already travelling for this purpose from the Synod of 
Jerusalem to Alexandria.“ The present vacancy in the see of 

' Zahn, ut supr. p. 318. 
2 See a comparison between Marcellus and Sabellius in Zahn, U.c. p. 215. 
3 Socrat. i. 86; Sozom. ii. 32. 
4 Socrat. i. 87; Sozom. ii. 29. 
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that city increased his hopes ; but the people were so displeased 
at his arrival, as also at the banishment of Athanasius, that 

great disturbances arose. The Emperor on this account re- 
called Arius to Constantinople; either, as Socrates’ says, in 
order to call him to account for the scenes in Alexandria, or 

because the Eusebians had planned to effect the reception of 
the heretic in Constantinople. And as the bishop of that see, 
Alexander, did not in any way incline to their wishes, they so 
managed that Constantine again summoned Arius before him, 
examined him once more concerning his faith, and again made 
him sign an orthodox formula. Athanasius, whose letter, 
De Morte Arii ad Serapionem? is here our chief source of in- 
formation, relates that Arius swore that the doctrine on account 

of which he had been excommunicated for more than ten years 
by Bishop Alexander of Alexandria was not his, but that the 
Emperor said at the dismissal of Arius: “If thy faith be the 
true one, thou hast sworn well; but if it be false, so let God 

jadge thee on account of thine oath.”* Thereupon Constan- 
tine, pressed by the Eusebians, gave the Bishop of Constanti- 
nople the order to receive Arius into the communion of the 
Church ; and the Eusebians threatened the bishop with deposi- 
tion and exile if he made opposition, and declared that they 
would on the next day (it was then Saturday), whether he 
willed it or not, solemnize divine service with Arius. Bishop 
Alexander knew of no other help in this distress than prayer : 
he repaired to the church of S. Irene, and thus prayed to God: 
“© let me die before Arius comes into the Church; but if 
Thou wilt have pity on Thy Church, prevent this crime, that 
heresy may not enter the Church together with Arius.” A 
few hours later, on the evening of the same Saturday, Arius 
went with a great escort through the city;* when he was 

? Socrat. i. 87. 
2 Athanas. Opp. t. i. p. 269 sqq. ed. Patav. Athanasius was indeed in 

Tréves when these things took place, and Arius died ; but his priest Macarius 
was just then in Constantinople, and he relies on his statements. Athanasius 
gives a shorter account of the death of Arius in his Ep. ad Episcopos Agypti et 
Libya, c. 19. 

2? Athanas. de Morte Ari, c. 2. 

* So says Athanasius in his Epist. ad Kpiscopos Aigypti et Libya, c. 19, t. i. 
P. i. p. 229, ed. Patav. So also Sozom. ii. 29. According to Rafinus, i. (x.) 12 
and 15, on the contrary, Arius died on Sunday morning. 

TI. C 
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come near to Constantine’s forum, he had to retire into a 
privy to relieve nature, and died there suddenly from the 
gushing out of his bowels, in the year 336.1 Very many 
looked upon his death as a punishment from heaven ;* and 
even in the mind of the Emperor a suspicion arose that Arius 
had really been a heretic, and had perjured himself, and had 
therefore come to such an end.® Indeed, as Socrates * says, he 
considered the shocking death of Arius as a direct confirmation 
of the Nicene faith.© Athanasius further relates that after this 
incident very many Arians became converted, while others 
sought to spread the belief that Arius had been killed by the 
magical art of his enemies, or, as some said, that the excessive 
joy at his victory had occasioned his death. The place, how- 
ever, where Arius died was long shown with horror in Con- 
stantinople, till eventually a rich Arian bought the building 
from the government, and raised another on the same spot.’ 

While Athanasius was in exile at Traves, the faithful people 
in Alexandria offered up prayers for the return of their beloved 
bishop; and the renowned patriarch of monachism, Antony, 
wrote often on this subject to the Emperor, who held him per- 
sonally in great esteem. Constantine, nevertheless, did not 
allow himself to be moved, but bitterly blamed the Alex- 
andrians, and ordered the clergy and holy virgins henceforth 
to keep quiet, and declared that he would certainly not recall 
Athanasius, an unruly man, and under sentence of condemna- 
tion by the Church. But to S..Antony he wrote that it was 
incredible that so many excellent and wise bishops could 

1 Athanas, de Morte Arii, c. 2,8; Socrat. i. 37, 38; Sozom. ii. 29, 30; 
Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 14; Rufin. i. (x.) 18 ; ef. Tillemont, t. vi. p. 126, ed. 
Brux. ; Walch, Ketzerhist. ii. 500 aqq. 

? Athanas. Lc. c. 4. 
3 Athanas. Hp. ad Episc. Aigypti, etc., c.19; Hist. Arian. ad Monachoe, c. 51. 
* Socrat. i. 38. 
5 Yet, even by all this the Emperor's eyes were not fully opened, and he 

neither recognised the innocence of Athanasius nor the real plans of the Euse- 
bians, whose orthodoxy and zeal for the peace of the Church he no longer 
doubted (Tillemont, t. vi. p. 127, ed. Brux.). 

© Athanas. de Morte Ari, c. 4; Sozom. ii. 29. 

7 Sozom. ii. 30; Socrat. i. 88. [See on this whole subject Newman's easay 
on the death of Arius, in Hesays on Scripture and Ecclesiastical Miracles, Picker- 

ing 1870.] 
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have given a wrong sentence; Athanasius was violent and 
haughty, and was bearing the punishment of his quarrels and 
dissensions. Sozomen, who relates this, adds, “that the 
enemies of 8. Athanasius had reproached him with this especi- 
ally, because they knew that disturbance of the peace was the 
greatest crime in the eyes of the Emperor.” 

Because, however, one party in Alexandria held with Atha- 
nasius, and the other with the head of the Meletians, John 

Archaph, who seemed to be fostering this division and making 
capital out of it in order to get himself made Bishop of Alex- 
andria, Constantine.banished him also, in spite of all petitions 
and excuses,’ and would by no means suffer any one party 
to separate itself from the universal Church, and to form a 
separate sect with a distinct worship. Thus it came to pass, 
that even the Arians in Alexandria, as elsewhere, had not 

outwardly separated from the Church.’ 
The same sentence of banishment fell also about this time 

upon the orthodox Bishop Paul of Constantinople, who had a 
short time before become the successor of the aged Alexander. 
The local Arian party had desired to have the priest Mace- 
donius (afterwards head of the Pneumatomachi) in his place, and 
they succeeded in setting the Emperor against the new bishop, so 
that he exiled him to Pontus.* From Sozomen we learn that a 
chief point of complaint against him had been that he had been 
appointed without the consent and co-operation of Eusebius of 
Nicomedia and Theodore of Heraclea in Thrace, who claimed 

the right of ordaining the Bishop of Byzantium.’ He had also 
been falsely accused of leading an immoral life. But Socrates 
and Sozomen are mistaken in ascribing the original banishment 
of Paul to the next Emperor, thus confounding his first and 
second exile. Athanasius, who is the best authority, relates 

the facts quite clearly. 

1 Sozom. ii. 31. 3 Sozom. ii. 31. 
3 Sozom. ii. 32. * Socrat. ii 6, 7; Sozom. iii. 3, 4. 
5 Valesius remarks on this passage that only the Bishop of Heracles, and in 

no wise the Bishop of Nicomedia, had had metropolitan rights over Constan- 
tinople so long as it was not raised into a patriarchate. 

© Historia Arianor. ad Monachos, c. 7. 
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Sec. 52. Constantine's Baptism and Death, etc. Return 
of Athanasius from his First Exile. 

Soon after this Constantine fell ill, He had felt unwell 
since Easter 33'7. At first he tried the baths of Nicomedia, 
and then the warm springs of Drepanum, which he had 
named Helenopolis in honour of his mother, and where he 
now received the laying on of hands as a catechumen.’ From 
thence he was taken to the villa Ancyrona, in the suburbs of 
Nicomedia, whither he also summoned a number of bishops 
that he might receive holy baptism. He had hitherto put off 
this, according to the use or rather abuse of that age, espe- 
cially, as he declares, because he desired to be baptized in the 

Jordan.* The bishops now performed the sacred rite, and 
Constantine received the sacrament with great piety. From 
that time he no longer assumed the robes of state, but pre- 
pared himself earnestly for a happy end. - 

Jerome, in his Chronicle, says, and no doubt rightly, that of 
the several bishops present at the ceremony, it was Eusebius 
of Nicomedia who actually baptized him, for the Emperor 
certainly lived in the diocese of Nicomedia, and it was only 
in accordance with ecclesiastical order that the bishop of the 
diocese should perform the sacred rite; but what Jerome in- 
fers from this is manifestly wrong, namely, that Constantine 
had thereby become implicated in the Arian heresy. As we 
have already seen, since the recall of Bishop Eusebius from 
exile, the Emperor no longer suspected him of Arianism. The 
orthodox confession which the former had made had set him 
entirely at rest on this point. Nay, he even thought he might 
regard Eusebius as a zealous promoter of the restoration of 
Church unity. Neither can the exile of Athanasius nor the 
reception of Arius testify against the Emperor’s orthodoxy ; 
for Constantine, as it 1s known, expressly demanded of Arius 
and his friends the orthodox confession, and their consent to 

the Nicene faith, as whose zealous champion he ever busied 
himself. For this reason Arius could only through falsehood 
and equivocation succeed in deceiving the Emperor as to his 

1 Compare our remark upon the thirty-ninth canon of Elvira, vol. i. p. 152 sq. 
3 Euseb. Vita Const. iv. 62. 
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orthodoxy, and therefore Walch rightly says, “What had 
been done by the Emperor in favour of Arius had been done 
because he was deceived, not in the question as to what faith 
was true, but as to what faith Arius held.” ? 

In all his measures against Athanasius, however, Constan- 
tine had never in any way called in question the orthodoxy of 
the man, which would surely have been the case had he 
himself inclined towards Arianism; but then Athanasius had 
been represented to him as a disturber of peace, and it was 
for this reason that he was so much out of favour with him. 
Lastly, it must not be overlooked that, excepting Jerome, all 
the Fathers, and especially Athanasius himself, always speak 
most honourably of the Emperor Constantine, and entertain 
no doubts of his orthodoxy.” 

Moreover, in course of time Constantine even took a more 

favourable view of Athanasius, and shortly before his own 
death he decided upon his recall? Theodoret adds that he 
gave this order in the presence of Eusebius of Nicomedia, and 
in spite of the latter's dissuasion.* But the Emperor's own 
son, Constantine the younger, probably gives the most accurate 
account when he says, in the Jetter which he gave to Athanasius 
to take with him to Alexandria, that his father had already 
decided to reinstate Athanasius, but that death had prevented 
his doing so, and that he now therefore considered the exe- 
cution of this design as a duty devolved upon him by his 
father.’ 

The actual recall of Athanasius, however, did not take 
place till a year later, probably because political affairs caused 
so much delay. Constantine had left a will which, as none 
of his sons were present, he had given to a trustworthy priest, 
commissioning him to deliver it to his second son, Constantius, 
who was to be summoned thither immediately. This might 
have been because Constantius was just then nearer Nicomedia 
than the others, or because the Emperor placed especial con- 

‘ Walch, Ketcerhist. ii. 518. 
* Tillemont, Hist. des Empereurs, t. iv. p. 267, ed. Venise 1782. The great 

difference made by Athanasius between Constantine the Great and his son Con- 
stantius appears from his Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 50. ° 

* Sozom. iii. 2. * Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. $2. 
® Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 87. 
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fidence in him, and made him, so to speak, executor, as Julian 
the Apostate states. This will contained the confirmation of 
an arrangement already made in 335,? by which the eldest 
son, Constantine, was to receive Gaul, Spain, and Britain ; 

Constantius, the eastern countries ; Constans, Italy and Africa ; 

and of the Emperor’s two nephews, Dalmatius and Anni- 
balianus (sons of his brother, Dalmatius Annibalianus), the 

former was to receive Thrace, Macedonia, Illyria, and Achaia ; 

the latter, who was also Constantine’s son-in-law, Pontus and 

the neighbouring countries. 
Hardly had Constantine the Great's death taken place, on 

Whitsunday, May 22, 337,’ and his interment in the Church 
of the Apostles, where his body * had to be laid, when his two 
nephews, as well as his younger brother, Julius Constantius, 
father of the Apostate, with other relatives and illustrious men, 
were murdered.” The suspicion of this bloodshed rests upon 
Constantius ; and Philostorgius seeks to excuse the deed only 
by stating, what is indeed very incredible, that Constantine 
the Great had in his will ordered these executions, because 

those relations had given him poison, and thus brought about 
his death.® 

After such events Constantine’s three sons found it necessary 
to arrange a fresh division of the kingdom at a personal inter- 
view ; and indeed, according to the later Greek authors, they 
are said to have come to such an agreement first in Con- 
stantinople, in September 337.’ It is certain that in the 
‘following year, 338, they assembled for this purpose also at 
Pannonia.” That at one of these meetings they also decided 
upon the recall of all the exiled bishops, appears from a state- 
ment of S. Athanasius, who says:* “The three Emperors, 

' See Tillemont, Hist. des Hmpereura, l.c. p. 268 ; Socrat. i. 39 ; Sozom. ii. 
84; Rufin. i. (x.) 11. 

* Sozom. ii. 84; Socrat. i 39. 
*® According to the preface to the newly-discovered Festal Letters of S. Atha- 

nasius (p. 29), Constantine died on the 27th Pachon (May 22) 888. Compare 
above, p. 17, note 7. 

* Euseb, Vita Const. iv. 64, 66. 

* Tillemont, Hist. des Bmp. Lc. p. 312 aq. 
© Philostorg. Hist. Hecl. epitome ii. 16. 
’ Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. Lc. p. 387. * Tillemont, ic. pp. 317, 667. 
® Athanas. Historia Arianorwm ad Monachos, c. 8. 
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Constantine, Constantius, and Constans, had, after the death 
of their father, recalled all the banished from exile, and had 

given to each of these bishops a letter to his diocese; thus 
Constantine the younger gave one to Athanasius (the letter 
before mentioned) to the Alexandrians.” Philostorgius’ says 
the same: “ After the death of Constantine all the exiled had 
received permission to return.” This again refers to the 
meeting and general decision of the Emperors. Epiphanius 
also agrees with this in its chief points, when he writes :? 
“ Athanasius had received permission to return from both 
Emperors, Constantine the younger and Constans, with the 

consent of Constantius, who was just then staying at Antioch.” 
As that meeting at Pannonia took place in the summer of 

338,80 the release of Athanasius from Tréves came at the 

same time, and it agrees admirably with Theodoret’s state- 
ment,’ that Athanasius had passed two years and four months 
at Tréves. If he was exiled, as we must assume, at the end 

of the year 335,‘ he could only have arrived at Tréves in 
336 ; but two years and four months from that time bring us 
to the summer or autumn of 338. We find the dates more 
accurate in the preface to the newly-discovered Festal Letters 
of S. Athanasius, where his arrival in Gaul is fixed on the 10th 

Athyr (November 6) 336, and his return to Alexandria on the 
27th Athyr (November 23) 338. The tenth and eleventh of 
the newly-found Festal Letters entirely agree with this, as the 
first was written for Easter 338, while Athanasius was still 

away, but already looking for a speedy return ; whilst the other, 
for Easter 339, was written after his return to Alexandria.° 

Chronological doubts concerning this can now only arise 
from the date and heading of the letter from Constantine the 
younger to the Alexandrians,’ which is dated June 17, while 
in the heading Constantine the younger still calls himself 
Czesar. Now, as the sons of Constantine the Great took 

t Philostorg. ii. 18. * Epiph. Her. 68-9. 3 Theodoret, ii. 1. 
“ Pagi fixes it only in the year 336. Critica in Annales Baron. ad. ann. 836, 

n. 4. 
3 Compare Larsow, Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, p. 28; No. 8, p. 29; 

No. 10, pp. 104, 105,106, 108, 112, 114.sqq. 
6 Found in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 87; Theodoret, ii. 2; Socrat. ii. 3; 

Sozom. iii. 2. 
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the title of Augustus’ on the 9th of September 337, it was 
concluded’ that the letter signed with the title of Cesar must 
have been written before that event, and that the date of June 

17 there given must have been in the year 337. According 
to this, Constantine the younger would have sent Athanasius 
back to Alexandria one year earlier than we assumed above. 

(a) But, firstly, the news of the Emperors death at 
Nicomedia, on May 22, 337, could hardly have been received 
at Tréves by June 17 of the same year, as we may well 
believe, considering the imperfect state of the roads and means 
of communication at that time, and the immense distance 

between Nicomedia and Tréves. 
(b) Egypt was part of Constantius’ empire, and one cannot 

understand how Constantine the younger should have been 
able to send S. Athanasius back to Alexandria without any 
reference to, or negotiation with, his brother; but such refer- 
ence was not possible by June 17, 337. 

(c) If Athanasius had been already released from Tréves 
in June 337, then his sojourn there would only have lasted 
one year and four months, and not two years and four months, 
as Theodoret? particularly says. 

(d) Pagi* had already disposed of the difficulty about the title 
of Ceesar, by the remark that other Augustuses also, when writ- 
ing to the subjects of a colleague, used the title of Cesar, and 

not that of Augustus, as did Licinius, for example, in an edict 
referring to Africa of the year 314, although, as is known, he 
had already for several years been Augustus. Africa did not 
belong to Licinius’ part of the empire, but to that of Constan- 
tine the Great. Pagi adds several examples of this kind; but 
Montfaucon shows’ that letters of other Augustuses also are 
not signed with the title Augustus, and that sometimes, too, 
the title of Cesar was used together with that of Augustus. 
For instance, in the edict of Constantine the Great in Theo- 

doret,’ there is neither Augustus nor Cesar; but in the decree 

' Tillemont, Hist. des Emp. l.c. p. 812. 
? Especially by Valesius in his Observat. in n Socratem et Sozom. lib. i. c. 1, in 

the appendix to his edition of the Hist. Hccl. of Socrates and Sozomen. 
3 Theodoret, ii. 1. 4 Pagi, ad ann. 338. 3. 
5 Vita Athanasii, p. xxxv. in the first volume of the Opp. 8. Athanas. ed. 

Patav. 6 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 17. 
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of Maximin in Eusebius; the title of Ceesar is first mentioned, 
and that of Augustus only somewhat later. 

Now Tillemont is of opinion? that Constantine the younger 
had despatched the letter from Tréves before his departure for 
Pannonia,—I may add, perhaps, after the three Emperors had 
discussed this point at their first conference at Constantinople, 
—and that he forthwith took Athanasius with him to Pan- 
nonia to introduce him to Constantius, in whose empire he 
was to occupy so important a position in the Church. We 
do, in fact, now find Athanasius at Viminacium, a town of 

Meesia near Pannonia, where he was for the first time pre- 
sented to the Emperor’ who was at Viminacium in June 338, 
as is shown by a law then issued by him from that place ;* 
and it entirely agrees with the chronological order before given, 
if we assume that Athanasius was first presented to him there 
in July 338. Athanasius afterwards travelled to Constan- 
tinople, where he met the Bishop Paul, who, like himself, had 

been shortly before recalled from exile, and was again—and, in- 
deed, in the presence of Athanasius—accused by his enemies, 
especially Macedonius, but without any immediate result.’ 

The Emperor Constantius at this time had to hurry to the 
eastern boundaries of the empire on account of the Persians ; 
and at the beginning of October 338 he was already at 
Antioch, as the date of one of his laws again shows. 
Athanasius also followed him on the same road, and at 

Cesarea in Cappadocia he met with Constantius for the 
second time, where he at last succeeded in obtaining his per- 
mission also for his return. When he afterwards, in presence 
of the Emperor,’ appealed to the fact of his not having at this 
meeting spoken a hard word against his enemies, especially 
the Eusebians, we may see that it was this moderation which 
by degrees overcame the Emperor's scruples. 

Many learned men maintain that S. Athanasius’ third 

1 Euseb. Hist. Hecl. ix. 10. 
2 Mémoires pour servir aU Hist. Eccl. t. viii. p. 80, in the title concerning 8. 

Athanasius, art. xxxi. 
3 Athanasius says this himself in his Apolog. ad Constantium, c. 5. 
4 Cf£. Tillemont, Hist. des Hmp. t. iv. p. 667 ; Pagi, ad ann. $38, n. 3. 
8 Athanas. Hist. Arianorum ad Monachos, c. 7. 
6 Tillemont, Hist. des Hmp. Lc. p. 818. 7 Apolog. ad Constantium, c. 5. 
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meeting with Constantius at Antioch in Syria’ took place at 
this time; but we shall, with better reason, transpose it to 
the period after the Synod of Sardica. 

Only one difficulty with regard to this circumstance yet re- 
mains—viz. why Constantine the younger should have already 
published his letter relating to the return of S. Athanasius in 
Treves before he met his brothers in Pannonia. The affair 
may perhaps be explained thus: Constantine the younger 
had the definite power to release Athanasius from his con- 
finement in Tréves, for Tréves belonged to his part of the 
empire. The letter therefore, first of all, signified a solemn 
and honourable release of the exile from Tréves; and on this 

account it had to be published in that place, and before the 
young Emperor took Athanasius with him to Pannonia. He was 
not to accompany the Emperor as a culprit, but as a free man. 
The Emperor Constantine acquainted the Alexandrians with 
the release of Athanasius on the 17th of June 338, imme- 

diately before his departure for Pannonia, in order to enlighten 
them as to the fate of their beloved bishop. This was also 
necessary, as otherwise his removal from Tréves to Pannonia 
might have excited the Alexandrians, and have occasioned 
fears, and perhaps all sorts of disorder. Constantine there- 
fore says in this letter what he had done with regard to 
Athanasius, and thereby suggests the hope that the bishop 
would soon return to Alexandria. He hoped, no doubt, to 
effect this in concurrence with his brother Constantius, who, 

perhaps at the first conference of the brothers at Constan- 
tinople, had already given the prospect of his consent, so that 
the whole of Constantine’s decree appears fully justified, 
although no express mention is made of the condition of 
Constantius’ agreement. But that Constantius did not im- 
mediately give his consent in Pannonia, but postponed it until 
later, is shown by the statement of old writers ; that the Euse- 
bians had devised all possible intrigues, and sought by every 
means to set the Emperor against Athanasius, and to prevent his 
return to Alexandria.” If this happened, as is very probable, 
during the time between the two conferences at Constantinople 
and Pannonia, everything is clearly explained. 

' Athana;. Apolog. ad Constantium, c. 5. 2 Socrat. ii. 2; Sozom. iii. 1. 
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The endeavours of the Eusebians did not, however,succeed this 
time, for before their plots against Athanasius were completed 
he arrived, on November 23, at the end of the year 338, at Alex- 

andria, where, as says Gregory of Nazianzum,’ he was received? 
with infinite joy, and more splendour than any emperor. 

Sec. 53. The Arians again gain strength. Synod at 
Constantinople in 338 or 339. 

Rufinus,’? Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret relate in the 
following manner how the Eusebians and Arians gained in- 
fluence over the Emperor Constantius, while his brothers 
held to the Nicene faith :—The priest to whom Constan- 
tine the Great gave his will was the same who had already 
possessed the confidence of Constantia, and then insinuated 

himself into favour with her brother, and, as we have seen, 

effected the recall of Arius.‘ In the Liber Synodicus he is 
called Eustathius,’ while Baronius, though indeed unsupported, 
thinks that he might have been Acacius, who soon after was 
raised to the bishopric of Ceesarea.° By clever and faithful 
management of the affair of the will, whereby he greatly 
benefited Constantius,’ he placed himself in such high favour 
with the Emperor that he was employed about his person, 
and favoured with special confidence. So that he shortly 
succeeded in winning over to Arianism the Empress and the 
Imperial Lord High Chamberlain and favourite, the eunuch 

1 Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. xxi. p. 390. 
* Cf. the testimony of the Egyptian Synod concerning this, Athanas. Apol. c. 

Arian. c. 7. 
* Rufin. i. (x.) 11; Socrates, i. 39, ii. 2; Sozom. iii. 1; Theodoret, Hist. 

Eccl ii. 3. 
* Cf. above, page 11. Philostorgius (ii. 1), however, differs from the above 

authorities, when he says that the Emperor entrusted his will to Eusebius of 
Nicomedia ; and Valesius agrees with him (in his Notes to Socrat. i. 39), as he 
is of opinion that Constantine would rather have entrusted his will to a bishop, 
or to some other great person, than to a simple priest. But still, in the first 
place, a court chaplain was a very important person ; and, secondly, Constantine 
wisbed to have the will kept secret until Constantius’ arrival, and a court 
chaplain was certainly better fitted for such a commission than a personage of 

high rank. 
5 Mansi, Collect. Concil. t. ii. p. 1275. ¢ Baron. ad ann. 387. 9. 
? Rafin. i. (x.) 11. 
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Eusebius, who was all-powerful at court ; and he skilfully re- 
presented to the Emperor the disadvantage of disturbances in 
the Church, and how those who had introduced the opoovotos 
into the Church were to blame for this.’ Thus was Con- 
stantine’s interest engaged against the faith of Nicea; and 
Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis, and the other heads of the 
Eusebian party each did their best? to win the Emperor over 
to their views and plans. 

One of the first results of the renewed power of Arianism 
was the second deposition of Bishop Paul of Constantinople, 
which took place at the end of 338, or the beginning of 339, 
at an Eusebian Synod at Constantinople’ when Constantius 
returned from the East. He banished the unhappy man in 
chains to Singara in Mesopotamia, and his see was given to 
Eusebius of Nicomedia, who had already for a length of time 
coveted this important post, and had, as Athanasius says,* 
been the cause of the persecution of that well-meaning, but 
less practical and accomplished, man.‘ 

Eusebius of Cesarea, the Church historian, died about this 

time, and those who held Arian views knew how to supply 
the loss of this half-friend, by the immediate choice of his 
pupil Acacius, who from that time was among the most 
active, learned, and influential friends of Arianism. 

While all this was passing, the Eusebians and Arians had 
- also again renewed their attacks upon Athanasius, who must 
have been obnoxious to them, if only by reason of his having, 
since his return from exile, won over very many bishops to 
the doctrine of the opoovcros, and drawn them away from the 
side of the Eusebians.’ The irritation, however, with which 

both parties opposed each other, is shown on one side by the 
iniquitous conduct of the Eusebians; on the other, by the 
fact that Athanasius and his friends completely identified the 
Eusebians with the Arians, as well as by the violent tone of 
the apology published by the Egyptian bishops in favour of 

' Theodoret, Hist. Hccl.ii.2.  ? Theodoret, ii. 2 ; Socrat. ii. 2; Sozom. iii. 1. 
8 Tillemont, Mémoires, t. iii. p. 324. 
¢ Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 7; Socrat. ii. 7; Sozom. iii. 4. 

Liber Synod in Mansi, Le. p. 1275. 
6 Cf. Mohler, Athanas. ii. 50. © Socrat. ii. 4; Sozom. iii, 2. 
T Athanas, Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 9. 
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Athanasius." The latter, especially the bitter expressions 
against Eusebius of Nicomedia contained in it, are, however, 

fully excused by the more than malicious charges and open 
injustice indulged in by the Eusebians against Athanasius. 

As we have before seen, the Arians might not anywhere 
form a separate community with a worship of their own, for 
this Constantine the Great had expressly forbidden. But the 
Eusebians, in the year 339, ventured to give the Arian party 
in Alexandria a bishop of their own, in the person of the 
former priest Pistus,7 who had already been deposed on 
account of Arianism by the predecessor of Athanasius, and by 
the Nicene Synod, but was now consecrated bishop by 
Secundus of Ptolemais, who had likewise been deposed at 
Nicea. The Eusebians also sent deacons to Alexandria, who 

assisted at the services held by Pistus, and countenanced the 
separation of this party from the universal Church.® 

At the same time the Eusebians not only repeated the old 
accusations against Athanasius,—as appears from the defence 
against them made by the Egyptian bishops,—but added 
entirely new and slanderous accusations, viz. (1) that even 
his return from Alexandria had been viewed with much dis- 
pleasure, and had occasioned great sorrow; (2) that after his 
return he had caused several executions, imprisonments, and 
other ill-treatment of his opponents; and (3) that he had 
himself taken and sold the corn which the late Emperor had 
assigned to the widows in Libya and Egypt.‘ To those 

4 Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 3-19 ; Mansi, lc. t. ii. p. 1279 sqq. 
? Athanas, Apol. c. Arian. c. 19, 24; Hncycl. ad Episc. Epist. c. 6. 
3 So say the Egyptian bishops in their letter (at the end of 339 or the be- 

ginning of 340) quoted in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 19, from which it appears 
that Pistus was only appointed for the Arian community in Alexandria, and 
that Remi Ceillier (Histoire générale des auteurs sacrés, t. v. p. 161) and 
Mohler (Athanaa. ii. 52) were not right in assuming that the Eusebians had 
already deposed 8. Athanasius and raised Pistus to his place. The two latter 
scholars maintain that the promotion of Pistus took place at an Eusebian Synod 
at Antioch ; but Tillemont had before remarked that this was not mentioned in 
the original documents of this Synod. Tillemont, Mémoires, t. vi. p. 129, ed. 
Brux. Epiphanius (Her. 69. 8) also says that Pistus was appointed by the 
_Arians bishop of Alexandria. 

* We find these three chief points in the apology for Athanasius, drawn up 
by the Egyptian Synod, as cited in Mansi, /.c. p. 1279 sqq ; Athanas. Apol. c. 
Arian. c. § 8qq. 
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charges, according to Sozomen,' they further added, (4) that 
Athanasius had, contrary to the canons, resumed his see with- 
out being reinstated by an ecclesiastical decision. 

They brought these complaints before all the three Em- 
perors,—Constantine the younger being then still alive-— 
and Constantius really credited them, especially the charge 
concerning the sale of the corn? Besides this, they now also 
sent an embassy in 339 to Rome to Julius 1, consisting of 
the priest Macarius and the two deacons Martyrius and 
Hesychius, to bring the accusations against Athanasius before 
the Pope, and prejudice him against the persecuted man, and 
to persuade him to send letters of peace (Epistole communtca— 
toriz) to the Bishop Pistus, whom they represented as ortho- 
dox,? and thus solemnly recognise him as a true bishop. 
Besides this, the Eusebian ambassadors were to bring to the 
Pope‘ the documents of the notorious investigations concern- 
ing Ischyras in Mareotis.® Heretics never denied the weight 
that Rome, if on their side, would have in the judgment of the 
Church and of public opinion, and they ceased to recognise 
the Primate only when he was against them. 

Sec. 54. Synod of Alexandria, 339. Transactions in 
Rome, and Expulsion of Athanasius. 

Pope Julius at once gave S. Athanasius a copy ‘of the 
Mareotic acts,° and the latter found himself compelled by all 
these events to‘send, on his part, envoys for his defence to 
Rome, and to the Emperors Constantine and Constans,’ and at 
the same time to assemble a great Synod in Alexandria of 
the bishops of Egypt, Libya, Thebes, and Pentapolis,’ that 
they, nearly a hundred in number, might bear witness to the 

? Sozom. iii. 2. 
2 Mangi, U.c. pp. 1279, 1302. Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 8, 17, 18; Hist. 

Arian. ad Mon. c. 9. In the latter place Athanasius gives an imaginary 
address of the Eusebians to the Emperor, in which they represent to him how 
very necessary his help was to them. 

3 Julius, cited in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 24. 
4 Cf. the letter of Pope Julius in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 22, 23; 28, 27 ; 

ibid. c. 83. § See above, p. 23 aqq. * Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 83. 
7 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c.9; Apolog. c. Arian. c. 22, 24. 
* Athanas, Apol. c. Arian. c. 1. 
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truth against his accusers. These bishops most solemnly 
affirmed that neither the old nor the new charges against 
Athanasius contained any truth, and especially that in the first 
place his return to Alexandria had been received, not with 

. sorrow, but with great joy; (2) that nobody, either priest or 
layman, had been imprisoned or executed through him, the cases 
his accusers were thinking of having occurred before the return 
of Athanasius, and those punishments having been in no way 
occasioned by him, but inflicted by the Prefect of Egypt him- 
self for quite other than ecclesiastical reasons; (3) that, with 
regard to the distribution of corn, Athanasius had only had 
trouble and annoyance, but had not used the smallest part for 
his own advantage, neither had any of those who were entitled 
to receive it brought any charge against him ; whereas, on the 
contrary, the Arians had sought to take away the corn from the 
Church, and to obtain it for the benefit of their own party.’ 

That this Synod of Alexandria was held in 339, or at latest 
in the beginning of 340, is shown by its letter, in which three 
Emperors are still mentioned, so that Constantine the younger 
was then living; besides this, Athanasius expressly relates 
that Constantine and Constans had credited his envoys, and 
sent away the accusers in disgrace.” 

As soon asthe priest Macarius, the head of the Eusebian 
embassy, heard of the impending arrival of the envoys of 
Athanasius, he set off, although ill, from Rome, in order to 

save himself from disgrace; but the two other Eusebians, the 
deacons Martyrius and Hesychius, could only make so feeble 
a stand against the defenders of Athanasius, that in their 
embarrassment they demanded the calling of a synod, before 
which they would lay full and sufficient evidence of their 
charges against Athanasius. Pope Julius agreed to this 
demand, and sent letters to Athanasius and to the Eusebians, 

in accordance with which both parties were to appear, for the 
purpose of investigation, at a synod, the place and time of 
which they were to decide themselves.’ 

? Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 5, 7, 18 ; Mansi, ic. 1279 sqaq. 
2 Historia Arian. ad Monachos, c. 9. 
3 Letter of Pope Julius in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 22, 24; ibid. c. 20; 

and Historia Arian. ad Monach. c. 9. 
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Partly on account of this Papal summons,’ and partly 
through quite unexpected events in Alexandria, Athanasius at 
once repaired in person to Rome. Whilst throughout the whole 
patriarchate of Egypt peace and unity again reigned in the 
Church, and not one complaint was heard against Athanasius 
on the part of the Church, much less his deposition spoken of, 
the Prefect of Egypt suddenly and quite unexpectedly pub- 
lished an imperial decree, announcing that “a certain Gregory 
of Cappadocia had been appointed by the Court (ze. the Em- 
peror) successor of Athanasius.” That this had been brought 
about by the Eusebians, Athanasius expressly and repeatedly 
maintained ;? in another place he affirms that Gregory had 
formerly been a dishonest collector of rents in Constantinople? 
and in an Encyclical Letter to all the bishops of Christendom 
he represents the outrage involved in the intrusion of this 
man. Before his arrival the people flocked in greater numbers 
into the churches, in order effectively to hinder their surrender 
into the hands of the Arians. But the Prefect of Egypt, the 
apostate Philagrius, a countryman of Gregory, drove the faith- 
ful by force out of the churches, and allowed the greatest 
outrages to be committed there by Jews and heathens* This 
took place during Lent. The Prefect had particularly in 
view the church of Theonas,’ where Athanasius at that time 
generally abode.© Here he hoped to be able to take him 
prisoner. But Athanasius escaped’ on the 19th of March, as 
says the preface to his Festal Letters, four days before the 
arrival of Gregory, after having baptized a great number. 

Amid fresh acts of bloody and brutal violence, Gregory 
forthwith on Good Friday took possession of the church of 
Cyrenus.® Further abominations in other churches fol- 

1 Cf. the letter of Pope Julius in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 29. 
~ 7 Athanas. ncyclica Epist. ad Epiec. c. 2, p. 89, ed. Patav., and Historia 
Arian. c. 9, p. 276. 

3 Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 75, p. 307. 
* Athanas. Mpist. Encycl. ad Episcopos, n. 8, pp. 89, 90. 
5 Preface to the newly-discovered Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, oe 

by Larsow, p. 30, No. 11. i 
© Athanas. Hpist. Encycl. ad Episcopos, oc. 5, p. 91. 
’ Bpist. Encycl. c. 5; Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 11, p. 277. 
Bpist. Encyth ad Episc. n. 4, p. 91; Hist. Arian. ad Monach. c. 10, 

p. 276. 
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lowed,’ and were 'succeeded by judicial prosecutions. Many 
men and women @ven of noble families were imprisoned and 
publicly beaten with rods because they opposed the new bishop.” 

We have related the events in somewhat different chrono- 

logical order fron{ former writers, as it has been assumed from 
the statements of S. Athanasius, in his circular letter to the 

bishops, that the ac upon the church of Theonas, and his 

flight, only took{ place after the arrival of Gregory and the 
attack upon the; church of Cyrinus; therefore, after Good 
Friday. This is, however, contradicted, first, by the assertion 
of S. Athanasius|elsewhere, that he had left for Rome before 
all these outrages in Alexandria took place, quite at their 
commencement ;* and, secondly, by the statement in the 
preface to his Festal Letters, that he had fled from Alexandria 
on the 19th March, four days before the arrival of Gregory, 
and thus before Good Friday. We believe our arrangement 
of the events is sufficiently confirmed by these passages, and 
will merely add, that the representation of the affair in the 
Epistola, Encycl. of Athanasius proves nothing against us, if 
we assume that it first enumerates all the atrocities committed 
in Alexandria, including those in the church of Cyrinus; and 
then, secondly, relates the flight of Athanasius, without adhering 
closely to the chronological order of events. 

But in what year did this take place? Athanasius dis- 
tinctly speaks of Lent and Good Friday, but he does not give 
the year. A statement of Pope Julius in Athanasius’ Apo- 
logia contra Arianos* has suggested the conjecture that it was 
only at Easter 341 that Gregory was consecrated and ap- 
pointed Bishop of Alexandria by the Synod of Antioch in 
Enceniis, of which we shall have to treat hereafter, and sent 

thither with a military escort. Socrates and Sozomen® have 
also adopted this chronological system, and they add, that - 
the Synod .had first appointed Eusebius of Emisa, and only 
when he refused had made Gregory of Cappadocia Bishop of 

1 Larsow gives a plan of the town of Alexandria, with its churches, in the 
third plate of his German edition of the Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, 

4 Kpist. Encycl. ad Episcop. c. 4 et 5, p. 91. 
* Historia Arian. ad Monachos, c. 11, p. 277. 
* Apologia contra Arianos, c. 29, 380. ® Socrat. ii. 9-11 ; Sozom. iii. 6. 

II. D. 
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Alexandria. Relying on these statements, I have also 
formerly fixed the flight of S. Athanasius and the arrival of 
Gregory in the year 341 ;’ but the newly-found Festal Letters 
show the error of this supposition incontestably. The 
thirteenth of these Festal Letters, which was) intended for the 
announcement of Lent and Eastertide of the year 341, and 
therefore written quite in the beginning of that year, is dated 
from Rome.* From this it appears that Athanasius must 
already have fled to Rome in Lent of the year 340, or even in 
the year before that. The preface to the aewly-discovered 
Festal Letters serves as an authority for the latter date, Easter 
339; and Athanasius himself, in his Festal Letter for 339, 

speaks of persecutions prepared for him by the Eusebians.’ 
But, on the other hand, it would be rather remarkable if the 

Emperor Constantius had so quickly changed his views with 
regard to Athanasius, and had driven him away again only a 
few months after his return. To this it must be added, that 

the preface just mentioned, which is not the work of Atha- 
nasius himself, but of a somewhat later anonymous writer,‘ 
is not always quite reliable in its dates,’ and that the testi- 
mony of a second similar document of equal weight, the 
Historia Acephala’ published by Maffei in 1738, supports the 
year 340. Agreeing with the preface, it transfers the return 
of Athanasius from his second exile to the 21st of October 
346, and adds, that “he had been absent for six years.” This 
justifies us in fixing the flight of Athanasius rather for 
Easter 340 than 339. 

If it is proved, chiefly by the thirteenth Festal Letter of S. 
Athanasius, that he had been driven away from Alexandria by 
the arrival of Gregory at least by Easter 340, we must neces- 
sarily understand somewhat differently from former writers the 
statement of Pope Julius, a contemporary of Athanasius, that 

1 In the treatise ‘‘ Controversies concerning the Synod of Sardica,” in the 
Tiibinger Theolog. Quartalschrift, 1852, vol. iii. p. 368 sq. 

2 Larsow, lc. p. 129. > Larsow, l.c. pp. 115, 124. 
* Cf. Tabinger Quartalschrift, 1853, vol. i. p. 150. 
5 Jbid. p. 163 #qq. ; cf. above, p. 14, note 1; p. 17, note 7; p. 38, note 8. 
¢ Printed in the third volume of the Osseroasioni Letterarie of the year 1738, 

and in the Patavian edition of the works of 8. Athanasius, t. iii. p. 89 sqq. ; cf. 
Tub. Quartalschrift, 1852, book iii. p. 861, and 1858, book i. p, 150. 
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“he was deposed by the Eusebians at Antioch, and that 
Gregory of Cappadocia had been illegally consecrated bishop, | 
and sent under military escort to Alexandria ;”* that is to 
say, by the Synod here mentioned must not be understood that 
famous Synod of Antioch in Hnceniis, in 341, but an earlier 
assembly held there by the Eusebians at latest in the first 
months of the year 340, before the arrival of Gregory in Alex- 
andria. If we add that Athanasius ascribes his deposition to 
the Eusebians, and repeatedly says that the “ Emperor” had 
sent the Cappadocian, or that he had been sent from the court 

and from the palace,* this fully agrees with the statement 
of. Pope Julius, and the two reports supplement each other. 
“The Eusebians managed to gain the consent of the Emperor 
Constantius to the deposition of Athanasius at an assembly at 
Antioch, and the consecration in his place of Gregory, whom 

the Emperor now sent with military escort to Alexandria.” 
After establishing this conclusion, we can no longer hesi- 

tate to affirm that Socrates’ and Sozomen have confused the 
Synod of the Eusebians at Antioch for the deposition of S. 
Athanasius and the election of Gregory, with the far more 
famous Synod in Enceniis held somewhat later, perhaps be- 
cause the latter Synod again confirmed his deposition, and 
Justified it by special canons. And the further statement of 
Socrates and Sozomen, that Eusebius of Emisa was first chosen 

in Antioch as Bishop of Alexandria, and that they only 
thought of Gregory when he refused the office, can also be 
accepted and referred to the earlier assembly at Antioch in the 
beginning of 340. 

Such violent and irregular proceedings of the Emperor 
against Athanasius were possibly the more easily carried out 
in 340, as just at that time the two protectors of Athanasius 
and orthodoxy, the Emperors Constans and Constantine the 
younger, were engaged in a fratricidal war about the division 
of the empire, which terminated in the death of the latter, in 
the beginning of April 340. 

1 Athanas. A polog. contra Arian. c. 29, 30, t. i. P. i. p. 117, ed. Patav. 
? Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 14, c. 74, 75, pp. 278, 807 ; Epistola Encycl. 

ad Episcopos, c. 2, p. 89. 

3 Socrat. ii. 9-11 ; Sozom. iii. 6. 
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Gregory now, indeed, held possession of the See of Alex- 
andria ; but the greater part ‘of the people would not enter into 
ahy communion with him, and preferred dispensing with all 
the ordinances of the Church to receiving them at the hands 
of the Arians, and thus it came about that many were not 
baptized, while others could not see any priest during sick- 
ness, for even the private ministrations of the followers of 
Athanasius were strictly suppressed.! Somewhat later, 
Gregory and the Prefect Philagrius extended these acts of 
violence over the whole of Egypt, in order to force all the 
bishops of that country to acknowledge the new metropolitan. 
Among others, the aged Bishop Sarapammon was driven into 
exile, because he would have nothing to do with the intruder ; 
and the venerable martyr Potamon, who had lost an eye in 
one of the persecutions of the Christians, was so severely 
beaten that he was left for dead, and a few days afterwards 
actually died of his ill-usage. Almost numberless were the 
monks, bishops, virgins, and others who suffered cudgelling 
and other tortures, as Pope Julius testifies in his letter to the 
Eusebians.? An aunt of S. Athanasius, who died, was not even 
allowed burial; and S, Antony was dismissed with threats and 
derision becauzo, in a letter to the cruel puxe Valacius, he 
took the part of the persecuted.” 

Meanwhile Athanasius had arrived in Rome after Easter 
340, and Pope Julius immediately sent two priests, Elpidius 
and Philoxenus, to Antioch again to invite the Eusebians, 

who, as we saw, had laid charges before him against Atha- 
nasius, to come to the proposed Council, for which he now 

fixed a definite limit of time, as it appears before the end of 
340. When, however, the Eusebians heard that Athanasius 

had arrived in Rome, they protracted the business, delayed 
under all sorts of pretexts giving a decided answer to the 
Pope, retained his messengers until January in the following 
year 341,*and sent them back at last with a letter written in 
a tone of irritation to the following effect :— 

(a) Athanasius had already been deposed by sentence: 

‘ Athanas. Hpist. Mneycl. c. 5. 2 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 38. 
3 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monach. c.13, 14; Vita S. Antonii, c. 86. 
* Athanas, Apolog. c. Arian. c. 25, p. 114. 
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of the Council of Tyre, and therefore a fresh examination 
into the affair would be to undermine the authority of the 
Councils.’ ; 

(8) The period fixed by the Pope for the Synod was much 
too short ; and, on account. of the state of affairs in the East, 2.¢. 
the Persian war, it was impossible for them then to go to 
Rome.’ 

(y) The authority of a bishop did not depend upon the 
size of the town, but all were equal in honour ; therefore Julius 
could claim no special rights.’ 

(5) It was not right that the Pope should: have written only 
to the Eusebians, and not to all assembled at Antioch. 

(«) The Pope preferred communion with Athanasius and 
Marcellus of Ancyra to communion with all of them.’ 

SEC. 55. Roman and Egyptian Synod in 341. 

Pope Julius kept this letter of those assembled at Antioch 
for a long time without publishing it, in the hope that some 
of the Antiochians would still perhaps appear later at the 
Council in Rome.® But when this did not take place, and 
after Athanasius had already waited eighteen months in Rome 
for the Synod in his defence,’ the Pope at last, in the autumn 
of 341,° took steps for really holding it, and assembled 
more than fifty bishops in one of the Roman chapels of 
ease.’ Besides Athanasius, Marcellus of Ancyra, and many 
bishops from Thrace, Ccelesyria, Phoenicia, and Palestine, and 
many priests from different countries, appeared at Rome, 

especially the envoys of the orthodox party in Egypt, to 
complain of the unjust and violent doings of the Eusebians.” 
A great Egyptian Synod had also sent a circumstantial letter, 

1 Julii, Zpist. in Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 22, 26. 
2 Ibid. c.25 ; Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 11, p. 277. 
2 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 25. 4 Ibid. c. 26. & Ibid. c. 34. 
© Athanaa. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 21, p. 111, t. i. P. i. ed. Bened. Patav. 
* Ibid. e. 29. 
* This is generally said to have been in 842; but as we must alter the date of 

Athanasius’ arrival in Rome to the year 340 (see above, page 50), we must decide 
in this case for $41. 

® Jbid. c. 20. © Jbid, c. 83, 
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expressly in defence of Athanasius, to Rome. After a thorough 
examination, however, into the complaints brought forward, 
the Roman Synod declared the deposition of Athanasius and 
Marcellus to be unjust, received both of them to com- 
munion and the holy Eucharist, and besought the Pope, in 
the name of all, to explain this to the Antiochians, and to 
give an emphatic answer to their unseemly letter. This 
occasioned the Epistola Juli to Danius Flacillus, etc., so often 
made use of by us, and which Athanasius has embodied in his 
Apologia against the Arians.* In this letter Pope Julius com- 
plains, first, of the quarrelsome and unseemly answer which 
the Antiochians had given to his messengers, who returned 
distressed at what had taken place at Antioch. After the 
reception of the letter from Antioch, he had not at once pub- 
lished it, hoping that some few would still arrive at the 
Roman Synod. At last, however, he did so, and no one would 

believe that such a letter could have been written by any 
bishop. What, then, was their ground of complaint; and why 
were they angry? Was it because he had desired them to 
appear at a synod? He who has confidence in his cause 
will not be displeased at another examination into his sen- 
tence. Even the Fathers of the great Nicene Council had 
given their permission that the decisions of one synod should 
be tried by another. Besides this, their own Eusebian ambas- 
sadors had themselves demanded a synod, when they found 
they could make no stand against the messengers of Athanasius. 
The Antiochians had objected that every synod had a fixed 
authority, and that it would be offensive to a judge to have 
his sentence tried by another. Yet the Eusebians had them- 
selves violated the authority of the far greater Council of 
Nica, by again receiving those Arians who had been there 
condemned. Thus at Alexandria, Carpones and others, who 
had been already deposed by Archbishop Alexander for 
Arianism, had arrived in Rome, sent thither by a certain 
Gregory (of Cappadocia), and in the same way Macarius, one 
of the Eusebian ambassadors, had recommended Pistus, who 

was an Arian, as was shown on the arrival of the ambassadors 

1 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 20, 27. 
? Ibid. c. 21-35. 
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of Athanasius. The Antiochians had reproached the Pope 
with fostering disunion, but it was they who contemned the 
decrees of synods. If they said that the authority of a 
bishop did not depend upon the size of the town, then they 
should have been satisfied with their small Sees, and not have 

attempted, like Eusebius of Nicomedia, to thrust themselves 
into more important ones. They should have come to the 
Synod at Rome. To say that the short interval allowed them, 
and the existing circumstances (the Persian war), did not 
permit it, was a mere empty excuse. They had themselves 
detained the Papal embassy in Antioch till January. The 
Antiochians had complained that he had not addressed his 
former letter of invitation to the Synod to them, but only to 
the Eusebians; but this complaint was very ridiculous, as he 
had answered those who had written to him to send him 
their complaint against Athanasius. Neither had he, as they 
supposed, written in his own name alone, but in the name of 
all the Italian and neighbouring bishops; and this was also 
the case with the present letter. Athanasius and Marcellus 
had been, with good reason, again received into the com- 
munion of the Church. The charges of the Eusebians against 
Athanasius were in themselves contradictory ; the Mareotic 
investigation was one-sided, conducted without hearing the 
other side. Arsenius was still living, and was a friend of 
Athanasius, who had produced a letter from Bishop Alexander . 
of Thessalonica, and one from Ischyras, in which he himself 
disclosed the deceit which had been practised. The Mareotic 
clergy who had arrived in Rome had declared that Ischyras 
‘was no priest, and that no chalice of his had been broken ; 
the Egyptian bishops also had given Athanasius the best 
possible character, and the charges against him in the Mareotic 
acts were self-contradictory. Athanasius had already waited 
a whole year and six months in Rome for the appearance of 
his accusers ; neither had he come of his own accord, but in 

obedience to the invitation of Rome, to the Synod. Mean- 
while they, the Antiochians, however, at a distance of thirty- 
six days’ journey from Alexandria, had appointed a bishop for 
that town, and, contrary to the universal practice, had conse- 
crated him in Antioch, and sent him with a military escort to 
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Alexandria.’ It was contrary to the canons that they should 
appoint a new bishop while so many still held communion 
with Athanasius. Marcellus of Ancyra had declared in Rome 
that their charges against him were false ; he had expressed 
himself in an orthodox manner; and the Roman bishops also 
who had been at Nicea testified that at that time he had been 
thoroughly orthodox, and a powerful opposer of the Arians. 
It was on this account that at Rome he had been recognised 
as a lawful bishop. Besides this, it was not only Athanasius 
and Marcellus who had raised complaints, but also many other 
bishops from Thrace, Coelesyria, Phoenicia, and Palestine, and 

many priests, had come to Rome, and had complained that 
violence was being done to the churches. Priests, especially 
from Alexandria and from every part of Egypt, had come to 
relate the violent acts which were still carried on after the 
departure of Athanasius, in order to extort the recognition of 
Gregory. Similar things had happened in Antioch. How, 
then, could the Antiochians, in the face of such facts, say that 

peace reigned in the Church? They had written that Rome 
preferred communion with Athanasius and Marcellus to com- 
munion with the other bishops. But they still had the 
opportunity of coming to prove their charges against these 
men; they would still be received. If suspicion had rested 
on the Bishop of Alexandria, they should have addressed them- 
selves to Rome, for it was the custom to write to that quarter 
first, that from thence the rightful decision might be received.? 
The letter ends with exhortations to peace. 

The question now necessarily arises, whether or not this 
new assembly of the Eusebians in Antioch, to which Pope 
Julius addressed this letter, was identical with the famous 
Synod of Antioch in Encenits, and this brings us to the con- 
sideration of the latter Synod. 

Sec. 56. Synod of Antioch in Enceniis in 341, and ws 

| Continuation. 

The Emperor Constantine the Great had begun to build a 
most magnificent church, named the “ Golden,” in Antioch ; 

2Cf. above, p. 48, 2 Cf. p. 59, hote 2. 
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‘and after its completion, his son Constantius had it solemnly 
consecrated. A synod was held in connection with the con- 
-secration of the church, as was customary on such occasions, | 
and ninety-seven bishops were assembled in Antioch.’ That 
this Synod entitled in Encentis (éyxatvilots) ot in Dedicatione, 
from the consecration of the church, was held in 341, before 
September 1, Athanasius expressly states, for he mentions the 
Consuls Marcellinus and Probinus, and the 14th Indiction. 
Socrates and Sozomen’ agree with this, adding that this Synod 
was held in the presence of the Emperor Constantius, in the 
fifth year after the death of Constantine the Great, therefore 
after May 22, 341.2 The Synod of Antioch in Encentis 
must therefore have been held in the middle of 341, between 

the end of May and the month of: September. As, however, 
the two Papal ambassadors, Elpidius and Philoxenus, were 
released from Antioch at the latest in January 341,* the Synod 
an Encenis could not then even have begun ; and it is there- 
fore necessary to distinguish it from that mentioned in 
page 51 and at the end of the preceding section, which was 
held at least some months earlier. This supposition is con- 
firmed by the following considerations :—(1) At the former 
assembly the Eusebians only excused their non-appearance at 
Rome on account of the short space of time allowed them, and 
the Persian war; whereas, if they had been assembled by order 
of the Emperor for the solemn consecration of a church, they 
would certainly have alleged that reason. (2) Pope Julius 
blames the Eusebians who were assembled at Antioch for 
their endeavours to injure the Council of Nicea® Now, if 
the Synod in Enceniis, which, as we shall see, tried to sup- 
plant the Nicene Creed by other forms, had already taken 
place, Julius would certainly have used this powerful handle 
for his indictment against them. 

No one, however, can, be surprised that in that short 
time several synods should have been held at Antioch, one 

* Hilarius, de Synodis, c. 28, p. 1168, ed. Bened, ; Sozom. Hist. Heel. iii. 5 ; 
Socrat. Hist. Hecl. ii. 8; Athanas. de Synodis, c. 25, t. i. P. ii. ed. Patav. 
p- 589. According to the two latter, only ninety bishops were present. 

3 Sozom. iii. 5. * Constantine the Great died on May 22, 337. 
4 See above, p. Shen ® Athanas, Apolog. c. Arian. c. 22, 28, 25. 

wane ne al 
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after another. Even after the Synod in Enceniis we again 
find, according to the testimony of S. Athanasius, several 
Synods at Antioch following in quick succession.’ The frequent 
residence of the Emperor Constantius in this capital of Asia, 
and the excitement of the times, account for the fact of the 

Eusebians often assembling at the palace, just as we afterwards 
meet with a fixed cvvodos évdnpotca in Constantinople. 

But now let us enter into closer examination of the Synod 
in Enceniis. The Eusebians probably formed the smallest 
body of bishops present ; all the others were reckoned among 
the orthodox. The whole body, however, belonged to the 
Eastern Church ; and most, indeed, came from the patriarchate ~ 
of Antioch. Still some bishops and metropolitans were there 
from other countries, as from Cappadocia and Thrace. Sozomen 
names as the most important persons— Bishop Placetus 
(Flacillus) of Antioch, who probably presided, Eusebius of 
Nicomedia (now of Constantinople), Acacius of Cesarea in 
Palestine, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, Theodore of Heraclea, 
Eudoxius of Germanicia, Dianius of Cesarea in Cappadocia, 
George of Laodicea in Syria) The old Latin translations of 
the synodal acts mention about thirty more bishops who were 
present at the Synod,’ and signed the acts; but not only do 
these different codices vary immensely one from the other, 
but these alleged signatures are worthless, because amongst 
them, for instance, appears that of Theodore (or Theodotus) of 
Laodicea, who had died before the year 335.5 Whether the 
famous orthodox bishops, 8S. James of Nisibis and S. Paul of 
Neoczsarea in Antioch, were present, must be left undecided, 

as their names only appear among the signatures, while no 
mention is made of them in any other place* On the other 
hand, Socrates and Sozomen® expressly relate that Bishop 
Maximus of Jerusalem had refused to take part in the Synod, 
because he repented having agreed six years before, at the 

1 Athanas. de Synodis, c. 22, 25, 26, p. 587 sqq. 
* The idea, that in the whole thirty-six bishops were present at this Synod, 

arose from a false reading of the words of Pope Julius cited by Athanasius, Apol. 
c. Arian. c. 29. Cf. Tillemont, Mémoires, etc., t. vi. p. 328, note 27, ser les 
Ariens. 

* Cf. Tillemont, U.¢. p. 328, note 26, sur les Ariens. 
* Cf. Tillemont, J.c. 5 Socrat. ii $ 270m. iii. 6. 
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P uisled by the Eusebians, to the deposi- 
#. From the West and the Latin Churches 
nt,’ nor any representative of Pope Julius, 

dds that the canons enjoined that, without 
Bishop of Rome, the Churches should make 

‘rtant act of this Synod was the setting forth 
fanons, which are preserved to us in numerous 
d translations of the old canons. These canons 

@ave.always been held by the Church as great 
: ie hese, the third and fourth, were cited at 
cS schéal Council at Chalcedon (Actio iv.) among 

pee Schri Holy Fathers.”*.. They were also highly 
rst wi John 1. (533), who sent the fourth and 

the S ont, Antioch to the Archbishop Cesarius of 

Gamsinmia nde in deciding the affair of the Bishop 
pe Zacharias also, in his letter to Pepin 

gi, 4s he ninth canon of Antioch among the 
pac eahgaonee 3° and Pope Leo Iv. mentions in a 
dentes tertio ony” at the bishops of the Roman Synod, held 
abiliter stat ie with one consent declared, ‘“ What else 

of Poitiers, wh ‘By Sanctt Patres qui Antiocheno Concilio rest- 
eallad 36x Sing (the third canon) promulgarunt et inviol- 

Under such 26 To this it must be added, that S. Hilary 
wan thats « lived at the time of the Antiochian Synod, 
which, as we 2” Sanctorum." : 
by new form; circumstances the question must occur, how it 
S. Athanasi hod at which the Eusebians predominated, and 

; a ‘shall see, sought to supplant the Nicene Creed 
‘ ane ech . and, as is asserted, confirmed the deposition of 

Julius 1. cite? 3 pronounced by an earlier synod, could have 
have been ri : 

obtained fr€ | ntroverted statement may have originated in the words of Pope 
yee he trai tove (p. 56), that the matter ought, in the first instance, to 

‘ Hered to Rome (Athan. Apolog. ¢. Arian. 35), and a decision 
6 He. sanin, thence. Mohler (Athan, ii. 66) has missed the point of ivf, 

: lates it “then” instead of ‘‘ thence. 
7 Hilar. doou Concil, t. ii. p. 484. ¢ Ibid. p. 1156. 

_ le. t. iii. p. 1890. 
, he. t. iv. p. 78. 
¢ Synodia, seu de Fide Orientalium, c. 32, p. 1170, ed. Bened. 

publie docy. if 
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been declared by the orthodox Fathers} 
to be a lawful and holy assembly, and i 
received? Baronius' and Binius’ ans 
reason of an historical mistake. Beca 
canons of Antioch contain nothing hereti 
on their front (in Canon 1), so to speak, res 
cil of Nicewa, the collectors of the old canons 

them, and holding them for the product of an 
received them into their collections, and thu 

several creeds preserved to us by Athanas™ Euiynod, oe 
latter adding that they proceeded from the| of Ctonus Sh” 
But Hilary was contemporary with the Aut? ob nego ot ted 
was incapable of an historical error, sud sees ay 
Binius suppose. He certainly knew fro ra ay aes 
proceeded, and if he considered the Synod!S2°P! | pai 
them to be Arian, he would surely not hay but Jution © 
@ name. | frgnod into two, 

It was therefore natural to seek for angb*the other Arian, 
difficulty in question, and to divide theom | ,. 4. 
—the ph estas which made the canons» ™ his a 
which deposed S. Athanasius‘ os oe fee 

The learned Jesuit, Emanuel Schelstrate2?? BPD & 7 
work, Sacrum <Antiochenum Concilium auctor™ number ‘ 

tutum (Antwerp 1681), has greatly improveuse ian 
hypothesis. He assumes that, as the greaStbmutte ee 
bishops present at Antioch were orthodox, the?® and pats 
firet kept their designs in the background andDe® this was 
their colleagues, so that twenty-five faultless cand’ nen 
regular creeds were able to be drawn up. 
done, the greater number of the orthodox bishops, 1 

1 Ad ann. 841. 84. Concil. t. i, 

2 In his remarks on our Synod in Mansi, é.c. p. 1347. 
* See above, p. 59. 
4 Cf. Harduin’s notes on the acts of this Synod in his Collect! 

p. 590, and in Mansi, lc. t. ii. p. 1806, \ 

\ 
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gesta, probably returned home, while the Eusebians remained, 
and professing to be a continuation of the Synod, with the 
support of Constantius, passed the decrees against Athanasius, 
besides others of the same kind. The Antiochian assembly 
during its first period, so long as its numbers were complete, 
might thus rightly be called sacred, for a parte potiort fit 
denominatio; but as regards its later period, after the de- 
parture of the orthodox, it might be called an Arian cabal 
(Conciliabulum), as indeed it was by Chrysostom and his 
friends, and by Pope Innocent L, when Theophilus of Alex- 
andria made use of a canon of this Antiochian Council for the 
overthrow of S. Chrysostom.’ 

This hypothesis of Schelstraten’s has at first sight much 
plausibility, and was therefore adopted by many Catholic and 
Protestant scholars, as by Pagi,? Remi Ceillier,? Walch,‘ partly 
also by Schréckh,’ and others. . 

The first who to my knowledge was not satisfied with it 
was Tillemont, who especially called attention to the fact that, 
according to Socrates, the Antiochian Synod had first deposed 
Athanasius before entering upon the other matters.’ It is 
clear that if the canons at Antioch were only promulgated 
after the deposition of Athanasius, the whole hypothesis of 
Schelstraten completely falls to the ground. But Socrates’® 
own words show, that they were certainly promulgated before 
the final deposition of Athanasius, for he says: “The Eusebians 
sought to overthrow Athanasius, because he first proceeded 
against that canon which they themselves had then promul- 
gated (8» av’rol @picay rtore).” This clearly means that 
“ first they promulgated the canons, and afterwards used one 
against Athanasius.” Sozomen’ says the same: “They bitterly 

Cf. Pallad. Vita Chrysostom, c. 8, p. 78, 79; Socrat. vi. 18; Sozom. viii. 

20; Innocent 1. Hpist. 7, ad Clerwm et Popul. Const. p. 799, ed. Constant. Of 
course the sentence or canon to which the adversaries of Chrysostom referred 
must be distinguished from the fourth and twelfth true Antiochian canons. 

2 Critica in Annales Barons, ad ann. 341. 7 sqq. 
3 Histoire génér. des auteurs, etc., t. v. p. 660, vii. 
4 Historie der Kirchenversammlungen, p. 170. 
8 Kirchengesch., Part 6, p. 60. ® Socrat. ii. 8. 
7 Mémoires powr servir, etc., lc. p. 829, note 28, sur les Ariens, 

® Socrat. ii. 8. ® Sozom. iii. 5. 
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accused Athanasius because he had broken a law which they 
themselves had made, and had again taken possession of the 
See of Alexandria (after his first exile) before he was re- 
instated by a Synod.” Therefore, in saying that the canons 
were promulgated before they deposed Athanasius, Socrates 
and Sozomen contradict what is attributed by Tillemont to 
the former. 
We can, however, explain how Tillemont arrived at his 

mistaken conclusion. Socrates also says in the same place 
to which we have just referred: of mept EvcéBuov ovv 
Epyov tiWevra, mponyoupévas, "APavdcvv diaBdddjgew. This 
expression, mponyoupéves, Tillemont understood in the sense of 
time, as if the first act of the Eusebians had been to depose 
Athanasius ; but the word may also mean “ chiefly,” or the first 
in importance, and in this sense it must be taken here. 
Socrates means and says that the chief concern of the Eusebians 
was the deposition of Athanasius, and for this purpose they 
made use of a canon which the same Synod had promulgated 
shortly before. But even if the language of Socrates and 
Sozomen does not conflict with Schelstraten’s hypothesis in - 
the way that Tillemont supposes, still it does in another way. 
For if we understand him to mean that the canons were first 
promulgated, and that one of them was then employed against 
Athanasius, we must allow also that the Antiochian canon 

which Chrysostom and Innocent 1. speak of as proceeding from 
the Arians, was identical with the fourth or the twelfth canon 

of the Antiochian Synod, which, according to Schelstraten, 
must have been passed during the orthodox period of the 
Synod." 

Another chronological statement with regard to the Synod 
of Antioch is to be found in Socrates and Sozomen, by which 
we must test the hypothesis of Schelstraten. They both ex- 
pressly declare that, after the deposition of Athanasius, the 
Antiochians occupied themselves in drawing up creeds.” The 

1 That which is cited by Remi Ceillier (2c. p. 659) in order to show that the 
canon rejected by Chrysostom and his friends is not identical with the fourth 
and twelfth Antiochian canon, is altogether untenable. Compare Tillemont, fc. 
p. 329, note 28, sur les Ariens, and Fuchs’ Bibliothek der Kirchenversammlungen, 
Part ii. p. 59. 

2 Socrat. ii. 10; Sozom. iii. 6. 
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drawing up of these creeds, therefore, was at the time when, 
according to Schelstraten, the Synod had degenerated into an 
Arian Council, and yet S. Hilary says that these creeds pro- 
ceeded from a Synodus Sanctorum. 

Schelstraten (p. 665) and Pagi* say, indeed, that Socrates 
and Sozomen were mistaken in this chronological statement ; 
but of this they have no proof, except that, as a general rule, 
Synods first drew up a creed, and then treated of the other 
matters in hand. But one cannot so easily get rid of the 
assertion of those two Church historians, unless it is allowable 

to overthrow any historical statement by a mere gratuitous 
conjecture.” There are, moreover, many other objections to 
Schelstraten’s hypothesis. (a) It is based on a statement of 
Pope Julius, who says, “Even if Athanasius had been found 

guilty after the Synod, still they ought not to have proceeded 
against him so irregularly.”* Now it is said that the expres- 
sion pera Ty cvvodov meant that Athanasius had been deposed 
after the Antiochian Synod by a remnant only of the assembly. 
But the truth is, that Julius, as the context shows, had quite 

another Synod in view, and meant to say, “Supposing even 
that Athanasius had been found guilty by that Synod which 
was demanded by your own ambassadors, and which I had 
convoked, etc.” Then, again, (0) Schelstraten’s chief authority 
is Palladius, in his biography of S. Chrysostom, who maintains 
that “the canon referred to by the opponents of S. Chrysostom 
was promulgated by forty bishops of the Arian community.” 
From this, Schelstraten drew the conclusion that, after the 
departure of the orthodox bishops, forty Arians had remained 
in Antioch, and had formed the cabal in question. But, as we 

have already remarked, the contents of the canon to which the 
opponents of S. Chrysostom referred differed in no respect from 
the fourth and twelfth canons of Antioch; and Schelstraten’s 
notion, that after the departure of the orthodox bishops 
another canon had been made by the Amians, is entirely 
imaginary. Besides this, Tillemont thinks that Palladius or 
one of his secretaries had, by mistake only, written thirty 

1 Critica in Annales Baron. ad. ann, $41. 12. 
2 Cf. Tillemont, ic. p. 329, note 28, sur les Ariens. 
? Athanas, Apolog c. Arian. c. 30. 
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instead of ninety, and that Palladius had therefore declared 
the whole Antiochian Synod to be Arian." 

In opposition to Schelstraten, the brothers Ballerini,? after 
the example of Tillemont (ic. p. 327), devised another 
hypothesis ; and Mansi, in his Notes on the Church History of 
Natalis Alexander, sides with them.’ They maintain that our . 
twenty-five canons did not proceed from the Arianizing Synod 
in Enceniis, but from an early Antiochian Council in 332, 
where Euphronius was chosen Bishop ef Antioch, after the 
banishment of Eustathius, and that they had afterwards been 
erroneously ascribed to the other assembly. It was there- 
fore perfectly natural that they should everywhere gain ap- 
plause before this mistake originated, and from all who still 
remained in ignorance of it. We cannot the least share 
Mansi’s enthusiasm (Placent et vehementer placent, he exclaims) 
for this hypothesis. In the first place, there is no external © 
evidence that the twenty-five canons were issued by another 
Synod ; and the indications said to exist in the canons them- 
selves are by no means convincing. Thus (1) the very first 
canon is said to date from an earlier period, because it says 
that the Synod of Nicza was held during the reign of the 
Emperor Constantine, without mentioning his death. But 
this every one knew. It is said, again, (2) that the contents 
of some of the canons are inconsistent with the conduct and 
actions of those assembled at Antioch. Thus (a) Canon 11 
forbade bishops to go to court; but Eusebius had himself 
been a court bishop; but that prohibition has exceptions.‘ 
(6) Canon 21 forbade translations from one see to another; 
but Eusebius had first exchanged Berytus for Nicomedia, and 
then for Constantinople. But Canon 21 is only a repetition 
of an old canon; and could Eusebius have hindered its repeti- 

tion by the majority of those present in Synod? (c) The 
signatures of the synodal letter, which accompanies the 
canons, are also said to belong to another and earlier Antiochian 
Synod, jirst, because they contain names of bishops who had 

1 Tillemont, lc. p. 829, note 27, sur les Ariens, 
2 In the appendix to their edition of the work of Leo the Great, t. iii. p. xxv. 
3 Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl, sec. iv. Diss. xxvi. p. 458, t. iv. ed. Venet. 1778. 
* See below, sec. 70. 
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died in the year 341 ; secondly, because the signatures of the 
leading members of the Council do not appear; and ¢hirdly, 
because among the signatures there is not one of a bishop of 
Antioch, which points to a time when the see was vacant. 
We grant the possibility of this; but the signatures of the 
bishops are so different in the several codices, that we cannot 
with anything like certainty draw any conclusion from 
them. It is further argued, that (d) in the synodal letter 
just mentioned, the Antiochian church is represented as 
enjoying a happy unity, which was not the case in 341. 
But there is no doubt that the exiled Eustathius of Antioch 
was dead at that time, and this must have materially softened 
the hostility of rival parties in that city. Moreover, in 332, 
shortly after the banishment of Eustathius, there was no slight 
enmity between these parties; and with Tillemont, we should 
rather place the date of the alleged Council of Antioch, which 
drew up these canons, immediately after the Council of 
Nicea.! A fact, however, which must not be overlooked, is 
that the Antiochian Synod of 341, in its letter to Pove Julius, 

praises the Alexandrian church for its great peace and happi- 
ness ; whereas, as the Pope justly remarked, quite the contrary 
was the case” There is this also to be said against the 
Ballerini hypothesis, that in the affair of S. Chrysostom, the 
canon employed against him was represented as proceeding 
from the Arians, and all attempts to deny its identity with 
our fourth and twelfth Antiochian canons are fruitless.’ 

But even if all this had not been so, the Ballerini hypo- 
thesis would not answer its purpose. For even if it could be 
shown that the twenty-five canons did not emanate from the 
Antiochjan Synod of the year 341, but from the Synod of 
332, this would not alter the state of the case, or in the least 
remove the difficulty. The Synod of 332, where Euphronius 
was chosen Bishop of Antioch in the place of the banished 
Eustathius, was also an Eusebian one, so that Socrates‘ says: 
“ Euphronius was chosen through the efforts of the opponents 

? Tillemont, t. vi. p. 828, note 26, sur les Ariens, and t. vii. p. 11 in the 
treatise concerning 8. Eustathius. 

3 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian, c. 30-34. 
5 See above, pp. 62, 64. 4 Socrat. i. 24. 
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of the Nicene faith.” And secondly, the Ballerini hypothesis 
does not solve the difficulty, because the Synod of 341, even 
if credited with the twenty-five canons, undoubtedly drew up 
those creeds which Hilary mentions as emanating from a 
Synodus Sanctorum. If, then, according to the Ballerini 
brothers, the Synod of 341 was Arian, how could Hilary thus 
speak of it ? 

But, in fact, the wpwrov yeddos of the whole investigation 
has been the assumption of this alternative, that the Synod 
must either have been orthodox or Arian. It is not judged 
by the standard of its own time, but by our own, or that of 
Athanasius. Certainly Athanasius identified the Eusebians 
with the Arians, and we regard them as at least Semi-arians ; 
but at that time, after they had made the orthodox confession 
of faith, and repeatedly declared their disapproval of the 

heresies condemned at Nicza, they were considered by the 
greater number as lawful bishops, and thoroughly orthodox 
and saintly men might without hesitation unite with them at 
a synod. That is shown, for instance, by the example of the 
metropoutan Dianus of Ceesarea, so highly praised by Basil 
the Great, and so much venerated in the ancient Church, who 
was present with the Husebians at the Synod in Hnceeniis at 
Antioch, as well as at that former assembly, with which, as is 

well known, Pope Julius held intercourse. Even Pope Julius 
himself, although he strongly blames the Eusebians for their 
deposition of S. Athanasius, in nowise treats their assembly as 
an Arian cabal, but repeatedly calls them his “dear brethren.”* 
And did he not also invite them to a common synod to inquire 
into the charges made against Athanasius? Accordingly, 
when a synod was held at Antioch on the occasion of the 
consecration of the church there, even the most orthodox of 

the Eastern bishops did not hesitate to act in common with 
Eusebius and his friends. 

The contents of the canons’ promulgated by the Synod in 
Enceniis are as follow :— 

1 Athanas, Apol. c. Arian. ec. 21, 25, 26, 80, 35. 
2 Printed in Mansi, Collect. Concil. t. ii. 1807 sqq.; Harduin, Coll. Concil. 

t. i. pp. 590 sqq. ; Bevereg. Synodicon sive Pandectea Canonum, t. i. pp. 480 sqq. ; 
lately in Bruns, Canones Apostolorum, etc., P. i. pp. 80 sqq. (also under the 
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1. All those who dare to act contrary to the command of 
the great and holy Synod, assembled at Nicewa in presence of 
the pious Emperor Constantine, beloved of God, in regard to 
the sacred feast of Easter, shall be excommunicated from the 

Church if they obstinately persist in their opposition to this 
most excellent decision. This refers to the laity. But if 
after this command any of the church-officers, bishop, priest, 
or deacon, still dares to celebrate the feast of Easter with the 

Jews, and to follow his own perverse will to the ruin of the 
people and the disturbance of the churches, the holy Synod 
holds such a person from that time as separated from the 
Church, because he not only sins himself, but is the cause of 
ruin and destruction to many; and the Synod not only de- 
poses such persons from their office, but also all those who 
after their deposition presume to hold communion with them. 
The persons deposed shall also be deprived of the external 
honours enjoyed by the holy canon’ and the priesthood.’ 

2. All those who come to the church of God and hear the 
sacred Scriptures, but do not join with the people in prayer, 
or who.in any irregular manner dishonour the common recep- 
tion of the Holy Communion, shall be excommunicated until 
such time as they have done penance, and shown by their 
deeds their change of mind, and can at their own urgent 
entreaty obtain pardon. But it is not permitted to associate 
with those who are excommunicate, or to assemble even in 
private houses for prayer with those who do not pray with the 
Churh, or to receive those who do not appear in one church 
into fnother. If it appears that a bishop, priest, deacon, or 

any other ecelesiastic associates with those out of communion, 
such .an one shall be also excommunicated, because he disturbs 

the order of the Church. 
name of Bibliotheca Ecclesiastica). Commentaries on these canons were pub- 
lished by Bevereg. lc. t. ii. Annotat. pp. 188 sqq. ; Tillemont, Mémoires, etc., 
t. vi. pp. 185 sqq. ed. Brux. 1782; Van Espen, Commentarius in Canones, etc. ; 
Opus Posth. p. 189 qq. ed. Colon. 1755; Tibinger Theol. Quartalechrift, 1824, 
pp. 42 sqq. (by .Dr. Herbst). 

' Kavev = ordo’ clericorum, cf. Suicer, Thesaurus, 8. h. v. and the sixteenth 
" eanon of the Synod of Nicwa ; cf. vol. i. p. 422. 

2 Cf. the eighth Apostolical canon, and Kober, Kirchenbann, pp. 57 sqq. 
* Cf. Kober, Ki bann, p. 882. Almost the same rules are found in the 

Apostolical canons, Nos. 9-12 incl. 
4 

y 



68 ; HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

3. If a priest, deacon, or any other ecclesiastic leaves his 
diocese and goes into another, thus changing his place of 
abode, and attempts to remain a long time in another diocese, 

he shall no longer perform any service of the Church (ic. he 
shall be deposed), especially if he pays no heed to his own 
bishop’s summons to return. If he persists in his irregularity, 
he shall be deposed from the ministry altogether, with no 
possibility of being reinstated. And if another bishop be- 
friends one deposed for such offences, he shall also be punished 
by the common synod, because he transgresses the laws of the 
Church." 

4. If a bishop is deposed by a synod, or a priest or deacon 
by his bishop, and he presumes to perform any function what- 
soever in the church as before, be it as bishop or deacon, he 
may no longer hope for reinstatement from another synod, 
nor for permission to defend himself; but all those who asso- 
ciate with him shall he excommunicated, especially if they 
presume to do so, knowing the sentence pronounced against 
him.? 

5. If a priest or deacon, setting at nought his own bishop, 
separates himself from the Church, holds private assemblies, 
and sets up an altar, and disobeys the first and second summons 
of ‘his bishop, who calls on him to return to his duty, he shall 
be wholly deposed, and shall no longer have any part.in the 
ministry, neither shall he be allowed ever again to resume his 
office. If he continues to make divisions and disturb the 
Church, he shall be treated as a rebel by the secular power.’ 

6. A man excommunicated by his own bishop, if hé is not 
again received by him, may not be received by any other 
until a synod shall he held, and he appears before it to defend 

1 This agrees with the Apostolical canons Noa] 3-16, and the sixteenth Nicene 
canon. Cf. Kober, Deposition, p. 44. 

2 This canon, which was employed for the confirmation of the deposition of 
Athanasius, and later for the overthrow of S. Chrysostom, is really cnly » repeti- 
tion of the twenty-ninth Apostolical canon, and the Fourth Gene:ral Council (in 
whose collection this canon was the eighty-third) had no hesitation in appesling 
to it, and having it read out word for word. Cf. Hasduin, Collect. Concil. 
t. ii. p. 434. 

: This canon is in all essentials identical with the thirty-first and thirty- 
second Apostolical canons, and was also cited by the alt ‘General Council. Cf. 
Kober, Kirchenbann, p. 440. 
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himself, and succeeds in convincing the synod and obtaining a 
new decision. This rule includes sa haa priests, deacons, 
and all ecclesiastics." 

7. No stranger shall be received without a canonical 
letter.’ | 

8. Country priests may not give canonical letters (letters 
of peace),® they may send letters only to the neighbour- 
ing bishops; but a blameless chorepiscopus has power to 
do so. 

9. The bishops of every province must be aware that the 
bishop presiding in the metropolis (the civil capital) has charge 
of the whole province; because all who have business come 
together from all quarters to the metropolis.* For this reason it 
is decided that he should also hold the foremost rank, and that 

without him the other bishops should, according to the ancient 
and recognised canon of our fathers, do nothing beyond what 
concerns their respective dioceses and the districts belonging 
thereto ; for every bishop has authority over his own diocese, 
and must govern it according to his conscience, and take 
charge of the whole region surrounding his episcopal city, or- 
daining priests and deacons, and discharging all his duties 
with circumspection. Further than this he may not venture 
without the metropolitan, nor the latter without consulting the 
other bishops.’ 

10. The bishops of the villages and country places called 
chorepiscom, even if they have received consecration as 
bishops, must yet, so it was decided by the holy Synod, keep 
within their appointed limits, and content themselves with 
the care and government of the churches under them, and 

with appointing readers, subdeacons, and exorcists, not pre- 
suming to ordain a priest or deacon without the bishop of the 

' The same is found in the thirty-third Apostolical, and in the fifth Nicene 
canon. Cf. Kober, ut supr. p. 221. 

2 Cf. the thirty-fourth Apostolical canon. 
3 Concerning the savenza) insroral, cf. Suicer, Thesaur. under the word 

BEIOVIZ OC. 

* Cf. Dr. Friedrich Maassen, Primat. des Bischof von Rom und die alten 
Patriarchallirchen, Bonn 1853, p. 3. In ancient times the ecclesiastical and 
civil provinces haq generally the same boundaries. 

5 Cf. Canon Apostol. No. 35. 
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city to which the chorepiscopus himself and the whole dis- 
trict is subject. If any one dares to infringe these rules, he 
shall be deprived of his dignity. A chorepiscopus is to be 
appointed by the bishop of the city to which he belongs. 

11. If a bishop, priest, or any other ecclesiastic presumes to 
go to the Emperor without the consent of, and letters from, the 
bishops of the eparchy, and especially from the metropolitan, 
he shall not only be excluded from communion, but shall also 
be deprived of his rank, because he presumes to importune 
our God-beloved Emperor, contrary to the rules of the Church. 
But when compelled by necessity to go to the Emperor, he 
shall do so after inquiry, and with the consent of the metro- 
politan or the bishops of the eparchy, and shall take their 
letters with him. Kellner remarks, with reference to this, 

that deposition is here treated as a heavier punishment than 
exclusion from communion, and therefore the latter cannot 

mean actual excommunication, but only suspension." 
12. If a priest or deacon, deposed by his own bishop, or 

a bishop deposed by a synod, instead of appealing to a higher 
synod, and laying his supposed rights before a greater assem- 
bly of bishops, and awaiting their inquiry and decision, shall 
presume to importune the Emperor with his complaints, he 
shall not obtain pardon, neither may he defend himself or 
hope for reinstatement.’ 

13. No bishop shall venture to go from one eparchy into 
another, for the purpose of consecrating any one to any eccle- 
siastical office, even if he be accompanied by other bishops, 
unless he be summoned by letters from the metropolitan 
and the other bishops in connection with him mto whose 
district he comes. If, however, contrary to rule, he comes 
without being summoned, in order to ordain some one, and 
meddle with church affairs which do not concern him, 

then that which he does shall be invalid, and he himself 

shall submit to the prescribed punishment of his disorderly 

1 Kellner, Das Buss. und Strafverfahren, p. 61. 
* Cf. Kober, Depos. p. 888. The like is decreed by the twenty-ninth Apostolic 

canon. This rule, however, like Canon 4, would seem to have been purposely 
drawn up, or at least renewed and emphasized, by the Synod. at Antioch with 
a view to Athanasius. : 



_ SYNOD OF ANTIOCH IN ENCANIIS IN 341, ETC. 71 

and indiscreet conduct prescribed by the holy Synod, which is 
épso facto deposition.’ 

14. If a bishop is to be condemned for certain offences, 
and the bishops of the eparchy are divided in opinion con- 
cerning him, some holding him to be innocent and others 
guilty, the holy synod decrees, for the removal of all doubt, 
that the metropolitan of the neighbouring eparchy shall sum- 
mon other bishops, who shall try the matter, clear up the 
doubt, and with the bishops of the province confirm the 
decision. 

15. If a bishop accused of certain offences has been tried 
by all the bishops of the eparchy, and all have unanimously 
given sentence against him, he may not be tried again by 
others, but the unanimous decision of the bishops of the 
eparchy must hold good.’ 

16. If a bishop without a See forces himself into a vacant 
one, taking possession of it without the consent of a regular 
synod, he shall be deposed, even if he has been elected by the 
whole diocese into which he has intruded. A regular synod 
is one held in the presence of the metropolitan.® 

17. If a bishop has received consecration, and been ap- 
pointed to govern a diocese, but will not accept the post, nor 
be persuaded to set out for the church appointed him, he shall 
be excommunicated till he is prevailed upon to undertake the 
office, or till the full synod of the bishops of the eparchy has 
come to a decision concerning him.* 

18. If a bishop does not go to the church to which he 
has been consecrated, not from any fault of his own, but either 
because the people will not receive him, or from some other 
cause over which he has no control, he shall retain his office 

1 Cf. Canon Apost. 36. 
* Cf. Kober, Depos. p. 387. The right of appealing to a superior court, 

namely to Rome (cf. Synod of Sardica, c. 3-5), is here not generally forbidden, 
but only in cases where the sentence of the first court has been unanimous. Cf. 
Ballerin. Hd. Opp. 8S. Leonis M., t. ii. p. 948. 

$ The General Council of Chalcedon in its eleventh sitting referred to our 
eanon, which in its collection was the ninety-fifth. But a part of the sixth 
Nicene canon had already decreed the same. 

4 The first part of the thirty-seventh Apostolic canon gives a like rule. Our 
canon, however, with certain differences, was repeated at Chalcedon (Sess. xi.) as 
the ninety-sixth of the general collection. Hurduin, Collect. Concil. t. ii. p. 551. 
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and dignity, only he must not interfere in the affairs of ithe 
church in the place where he dwells, and. must accept what- 
ever the full synod of the eparchy decrees about the mat'ter.’ 

19, A bishop may not be consecrated without a synod,.and 
without the presence of the metropolitan of the eparchy. Ifthe 
latter be present, it is in all respects better that all his colleagues 
of the eparchy should be with him, and it is fitting that the 
metropolitan should summon them by letter. If all come, so 
much the better; if, however, there is any difficulty, at all events 
@ majority must be present, or they must send their consent 
in writing, and thus the appointment of the new bishop must 
take place in the presence or with the consent of a majority. 
Should it take place in any other way, contrary to rule, the 
consecration shall be invalid; but if all be done in accordance 
with the prescribed canon, and yet some dispute it out of 
party spirit, it shall be decided by the votes of the majority.’ . 

20. For the good of the Church and for the settling of 
disputes, it is ordered that in each eparchy a synod of bishops 
shall be held twice a year; the first after the third week after 
Easter, so that it may end in the 4th week of Pentecost.’ To 
this it is the duty of the metropolitan to summon his col- 
leagues of the eparchy. The second synod shall be held on 
the Ides (15th) of October, 22. the 10th of the Asiatic month 
Hyperberetins. At this synod, priests, deacons, and any who 
think that they have suffered any injustice, shall appear and 
have the matter investigated by the synod. It is, however, 
not allowed that bishops should hold synods without their 
metropolitan.‘ 

21. A bishop may not be translated from one diocese to 
another, whether by obtruding himself or allowing himself to 
be forced thither by the bishops or people; but, according to 
an earlier rule,> he shall remain in, and not leave, that church 
to which from the first he was called by God. 

' Cf. the second part of the thirty-seventh Apostolic canon. 
? Cf. Canons 4 and 6 of the Council of Nicea. 
* wssrnxeern comprehends the whole time between Easter and Pentecost, so 

that the 4th week of Pentecost is the 4th week after Easter. Cf. Bevereg. 
Annot, ad Can. 87 Apostol. 

* Cf. Canon Apost. 88, and Canon Nicen. 5 ; Kober, Kirchenbann, p. 222. 
5 Canon A post. 14, Nicen, 15, 
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22. A bishop may not go into any other city not under 
his jurisdiction, nor into a country district which does not 
belong to him, for the purpose of consecrating any one, nor 
appoint priests or deacons to parishes under the charge of 
another bishop, unless with his consent. If any bishop pre- 
sumes to do this, the consecration shall be invalid, and he 
shali be punished by the synod.’ 

23. A bishop may not, even at the time of his death, 
appoint his successor. If he does so, the appointment shall 
be invalid. The rule of the Church is to be adhered to, 
which directs that a bishop may not be appointed otherwise 
than by a synod, according to the decision of those bishops 
who, after the death of his predecessor, have the right of 
choosing a worthy successor.” 

24. It is fitting that the possessions of the Church should 
be guarded with care and in all good conscience, with faith in 
God, who sees and judges all They must be managed: under 
the supervision and direction of the bishop to whom the souls 
of the whole people in his diocese are entrusted. But it must 
be publicly known what is church property, and the priests 
and deacons surrounding the bishop must be thoroughly 
acquainted with the state of the case, so that at the bishop’s 
death nothing appertaining to the Church may be lost, nor his 
private property be burdened under pretext of its belonging 
in part to the Church. For it is right and well-pleasing to 
God and man that the bishop’s private property be left to 
whom he will, but the property of the Church preserved to 
her, that neither may the Church suffer wrong, nor the bishop 

lose anything on pretext of benefiting her, or his relations be 
involved in lawsuits, and he himself be exposed to being evil 
spoken of after his death.’ 

25. The bishop has power over the revenues of the Church, 
80 that he may distribute them to all who are in need with all 
conscientiousness and godly fear. He may, however, if neces- 

sary, take what is needful for his own requirements and those 
of his brethren who come to him as guests, that they may lack 
nothing, in accordance with the words of the holy apostle : 

1 Canon Apost. 36. 3 Cf. Canon Apost. 76. 
* Cf. Canon Apost. 4b, 
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“Having food and raiment, let us be therewith content.” ' 
But if the bishop be not satisfied with this, but uses the 
Church property for his private purposes, not dealing with 
her revenues or the fruits of her lands according to the wishes 
of the priests or deacons, but gives over the control of them 
to his household, brothers, sons, or other relations, and thus 

secretly injures the revenue of the Church, he shall be called 
to account by the synod of the eparchy. If the bishop and 
his priests are evil reported of, as using for their own purposes 
what belongs to the Church, whether landed property or any 
other goods, and thus causing the poor to suffer, and the word 

of God and His stewards to be brought into evil repute, they 
shall be called to account, and the holy Synod shall decide 
what is right.’ 

The Synod sent these twenty-five canons to all the other 
bishops, with a short letter, desiring that they should be 
everywhere received. The Greek version of this letter bears 
no signature ; but the old Latin translations bear the names of 
about thirty bishops, varying, however, in the different versions. 
As among the signatures of the bishops there appears the 
name of one who was then certainly not living, and as the 
names of precisely those bishops are wanting who held the 
first rank at the Synod of Antioch in 341, the Ballerini 
brothers made use of this, as we know, in support of their 
hypothesis.* 

It has been further thought remarkable, that in the saluta- 
tion of the accompanying letter only the provinces of the 
patriarchate of Antioch are mentioned, whereas bishops from 
other parts had been present at the Synod of 341. But as in 
the heading of the old Latin version (Prisca)* the names of 
the Antiochian provinces are entirely wanting, it is quite 
possible that a later writer gathered the names of the provinces 
from the signatures of the bishops, and interpolated them, so 
that neither can this circumstance be employed in favour of 
the Ballerini hypothesis. | 

It can hardly be denied that at the drawing up of. these 
canons the ascendancy of the Eusebians had already made itself 

11 Tim. vi. 8. 2 Cf. Canon Apost. 41. 
3 Cf. supr. pp. 58-64. 4 Mansi, t. vi. p. 1159, 
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felt, and that they established canons four and twelve especially 
out of enmity to Athanasius. The fourth canon was, indeed, 
at the same time intended to oppose the intention of Pope 
Julius to hold a fresh synod for investigating the affair of 
Athanasius. If this was the case, and if at the drawing up 
of the canons a oertain want of independence was shown by 
the remaining bishops at Antioch in presence of the Eusebians, 
it was only a natural step in advance for the latter again to 
confirm the former deposition of S. Athanasius. The Eusebian 
character of this synod on the one hand, and the statements 
of Socrates and Sozomen on the other, justify us in accepting 

the fact of this confirmation.’ Both, indeed, represent the 
matter as if Gregory was now first chosen bishop of Alexandria, 
and Athanasius only now deposed. Yet what has been already 
said obliges us to suppose that if the Synod in Enceniis 
dealt at all with the affair of S. Athanasius, it only confirmed 
the sentence of an earlier Antiochian Synod. 

But it will be asked how it was possible that the orthodox 
party of the bishops at Antioch should have concurred in the 
deposition of S. Athanasius? The true answer to this also 
is shown by distinguishing dates. We identify the affair of 
Athanasius with that of the Nicene faith, But at that time 
even the orthodoxy of Athanasius was not unquestioned by 
all, as it is known that he was reproached for holding views 
which made too little distinction between the Persons of the 
Trinity, and thus reviving Sabellianism. Even a friend of 
Athanasius, Marcellus of Ancyra, who had stood in the fore- 
front with him at Nica against Arius, had been shortly 
before accused, and, it seems, not unjustly, of a sort of 
Sabellianism, and therefore deposed. To this were added the 
other accusations, old and new, which had been in part at 
least believed by orthodox men, such as the Emperor Con- 
-stantine. Even Pope Julius shortly before, when about to 
convoke the synod above mentioned, was not by any means 
fully persuaded of the innocence of Athanasius, but meant to 
hold an investigation in order to bring his guilt or innocence 
to light.? If we assume among the orthodox bishops of the 

1 Socrat. ii. 8; Sozom. iii. 5. 
2 Cf. his letter in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 23, 84, 85. 
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Antiochian Synod such vacillation and indecision with regard 
‘ to Athanasius, it might surely have been possible for the 
clever and energetic Eusebians, especially producing as they 
did false and one-sided documents’ by way of proof against 
him, to prejudice many of their colleagues against him, and 
to represent him as deserving punishment. 

According to Socrates and Sozomen, the synod now pro- 
ceeded to the drawing up of creeds, the wording of which 
Athanasi us most accurately.? The first and earliest 
creed says e are no adherents of Arius; for how should 
we, being bishops, become followers of a presbyter? Neither 
do we hold any other faith than that which from the beginning 
was delivered ; but after having tried and examined the faith 
of Arius, we would rather have brought him to us than that 
we should have inclined to him, which the following will 
show. From the beginning we have learnt to believe in one 
God, the God of all, the Creator and Preserver of things 
spiritual and material ; and in one only-begotten Son of God, 
existing before all times, and with the Father, by whom He 
was begotten; by whom all things were made, both visible 
and invisible; who also in the last days, according to the 
good pleasure of the Father, came down and took flesh of the 
Virgin, and fulfilled the whole will of the Father. (We 
believe) that He suffered, was raised from the dead, and 
returned into heaven ; that He sits at the right hand of the 
Father, and shall come again to judge the living and the dead, 

- and remains God and King to all eternity. We believe also 
in the Holy Ghost ; and if we are to add anything else, we 
believe also concerning the resurrection of the flesh, and the 
life everlasting.”* 

This creed plainly has an apologetic aim, to remove from 
the authors any suspicion of Arianism ; and there is therefore 
no doubt that it was the Eusebian party who proposed it to 
the rest of the synod, and, as Athanasius intimates, sent it in 

1 For instance, the acts of the Mareotic investigation. 
2 Socrat. ii. 10; Sozom. iii. 5. 
3 Athanas. de Synodis, c. 22, This and the three following Antiochian Creeds 

are also printed in Mansi, Coll. Concil, t. ii. pp. 1889 sqq.; and Harduin, Coll, 
Concil, t. i, pp. 606 sqq. 
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encyclical letters to other bishops. We might therefore, if 
we were not hindered by the chronological statements of 
Socrates and Sozomen, place the drawing up of this creed 
quite at the commencement of the Antiochian Synod, and 
assume that the Eusebians handed in this formula at once 
at the opening of the Council, in order to gain the confidence 
of their colleagues. In fact it is quite orthodox, only it 
avoids the term opoovcros, because the Eusebians were suspi- 
cious of this expression, regarding it on the one hand as a 

_ possible cloak for the Sabellians, and on the other as capable 
of being understood as dividing the Divine Essence into three 
parts. 

Somewhat later the synod published a second creed, said to 
have been previously drawn up by the martyr Lucian! The ~ 
reason for this we find given by Hilary, when he says, Cum 
an suspicionem venissel unus ex episcopis, quod prava sentiret. 
It is the opinion of Baronius that this wnus was that Gregory 
of Cappadocia whom they intended to make bishop of Alex- 
andria; the Benedictine editors, on the contrary, in their note 
upon this passage, would have it to refer to the whole party 
of Eusebians. This is surely wrong, for it appears from the 
contents of this second creed that it was directed against sup- 
posed Sabellians, probably against Marcellus of Ancyra;* and 
the third creed, as also S. Hilary’s own statement, expressly. 
confirm this. The second creed runs thus: “We believe, 
according to the Evangelic and Apostolic tradition, in one God, 
the Father Almighty, the Author, Creator, and Preserver of all 

things, from whom all things are; and in one Lord Jesus 
Christ, the only-begotten God, through whom are all things ; 
Begotten of the Father before all times: God from God, Whole 
from the Whole, Perfect from the Perfect, King from the King, 
Lord from the Lord, the Living Word, the Living Wisdom, the 
True Light, the Way, the Truth, the Resurrection, the Shepherd, 

the Door, Unchangeable and Immutable; the Co-equal Image 
a ” 

1 Cf. Sozom. iii. 5. Concerning Lucian, the teacher of Arius, see above, vol.&> 
pp. 238, 9. Also an Ariavizing Synod of Caria, under Emperor Valens, reper 
this creed; see Mansi, iii. 8948, and Sozom. vi. 12. 

? Hilary, de Synodis, c. 28, 06. ii, 68; or, ‘Sis 

3 Cf. against this, Zahn, Marcwellus of Ancyra, p. 78. it, i. 477. 
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of the Godhead, the Being, the Will, :he Might, and the Glory 

of the Father; the First-born of all creation, who in the be- 
ginning was with God, God the Word, as it is written in the 
Gospel, ‘and the Word was God,’ by whom all things were made, 
and in whom all things live; who in the last days came down 
from heaven, and was born of a Virgin, according to the Scrip- 
tures, and became Man, the Mediator between God and man, 

the Apostle of our faith, and the Author of Life, as He says, 
‘I came down from heaven, not to do Mine own will, but the 

will of Him that sent Me;’! who suffered for us, and on the 
third day rose again, and ascended into heaven, and sitteth 
on the right hand of the Father, and shall come again with 
glory and might to judge the living and the dead. And we 
believe in the Holy Ghost, who is given to the faithful for 
comfort, for sanctification, and for perfecting, as also our Lord 

Jesus Christ has commanded, speaking to His apostles, ‘Go, 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, 

and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, that is, of the Father, 

who is truly Father, of the Son, who is truly Son, and of the 

Holy Ghost, who is truly Holy Ghost: and these names are 
not idle and without purpose, but show exactly the peculiar 
hypostasis, order, and position of Those named, so that in Their 

Persons They are Three, but in agreement One. Now as we 
hold this faith, and have it even frem the beginning to the 
end from God and Christ, we anathematize every heretical and 
false doctrine. And if any one, contrary to the sound and 
-true teaching of the Scriptures, says that there was, or has 
been, a time (yporov 4 xatpov § ai@va) before the Son was 
begotten, let him be anathema. And if any one says the Son 
was created as one of the creatures, or begotten as anything 
else is begotten, or made as any other thing is made, and not 
according to what has been delivered by the Holy Scriptures ;? 
or if any one teaches or proclaims anything else other than 
what we have received, let him be anathema. For we believe 

‘nd follow in truth and honesty all which is delivered by the 
1 Ily Scriptures, as well as by the —s and apostles.” 

3 sa ma Vi. 88. 

are also printed od in lary (de Synodis, c. 30) did rot read Isaeres £9" ixadseov, but 

Concil, t. i, pp. 606 sq 



SYNOD OF ANTIOCH IN ENCANIIS IN 841, ETC. 79 

' As is easily seen, this creed, too, contains no positive heresy ; 
for though it says, “the Son is not created like any creature,” 
yet by this the Son is not classed among the creatures, or it 
would be, “He is not created as the other creatures ;” and, 

moreover, the meaning of this short passage is shown by what 
follows, where it is only implied that the expressions begotten, 
created, and made, are not altogether fit terms to be applied to 
the Son. The following words, “ so that They (Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost) are in Person Three, but in agreement One,” may 
more reasonably be found fault with, as Hilary has already done, 
observing that this is speken less accurately.. But not even 
thence has he inferred any charge of heterodoxy and Arianism, 
but has rather sought to show that this formula, without hav- 
ing the word dpoovcws, yet contains the orthodox doctrine.’ 
He rightly saw, also, that this creed declared itself with a 
certain emphasis against Sabellianism in the following passage : 
“of the Father, who is truly Father, of the Son, who is truly 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost, who is truly Holy Ghost;” and 
if he adds that this (Sabellian) heresy had sprung up again 
after the Council of Nica, and that on that account chiefly 
the Synod of Antioch intended to condemn it, he means, 
doubtless, the doctrine of Marcellus of Ancyra.* 

This is set beyond all doubt by the third creed, which the 
Bishep Theophronius of Tyana laid before the synod, and 
which it sanctioned and subscribed. It is found in Atha- 
nasius, De Synodis, c. 24, and runs thus: “ God, whom I call to 
witness, knows that I believe thus: in God, the Almighty 
Father, the Upholder and Creator of all things, from whom all 
things are; and in His ouly-begotten Son, Gud, Word, Power, 
and Wisdom, our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all things 
ase, who is begotten of the Father, before all times, Perfect 
God fi*-7-Parfect God, who is with God in hypostasis :* who 
in the vast days came down, and was born of the Virgin, 
according to the Holy Scriptures, became Man, suffered, and 

1 Hilary 2c. c, 31. If the synod understood dwérras:s to mean substance, 
as did mayy Arians, then this expression was certainly heretical. Cf. Mobler, 
Athanas. ij, 57, 58. 

2 Cf. Mohler, Athanas. ii. 57. * Hilar. Le. c. 32. 
‘That i, ‘‘as personal Being, is with God,” Mohler, Athanas. ii. 58; or, ‘‘is 

with God in His own Person,” Baur, Lehre der Dreieinigheit, i. 477. 
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rose again from the dead, and returned into heaven, and 
sitteth on the right hand of His Father, and will come again 
with glory and might to judge the living and the dead, and 
abides for everlasting. And (I believe) in the Holy Ghost, 
the Paraclete, the Spirit of Truth, of whom God spake before 
by the Prophets, that He would pour out His Spirit upon His 
servants ;! and the Lord promised that He would send Him to 
His disciples, whom He has also sent, as the Acts of the 
Apostles testify. If any one teaches or believes contrary to 
this faith, let him be anathema. And whoever holds with 

Marcellus of Ancyra, or Sabellius, or Paul of Samosata, let 

him, and all who take part with him, be anathema.” 

A few months later, a fourth confession of faith was drawn 

up by a fresh assembly of Eastern bishops (a continuation of 
the synod), and sent by four bishops, Narcissus of Neronias, 
Maris of Chalcedon, Theodore of Heraclea, and Marcus of 
Arethusa in Syria, to the Western Emperor Constans,? who 
had demanded an explanation of the grounds of the deposi- 
tion of Athanasius and Paul of Constantinople.’ If Socrates 
were right, this new formula would not have proceeded from 
the Antiochian Synod itself, but would rather have been com- 
posed by the bishops before mentioned, and sent to the 
Emperor instead of the Antiochian formula (the second or 
third) which they concealed on their persons. It runs thus: 
“We believe in one God, the Almighty Father, the Author 
and Creator of all things, from whom is all Fatherhood in 
heaven and on earth; and in His only-begotten Son our 
Lord Jesus Christ. begotten of His Father before all times ;— 
God from God, “Light from Light, through whom all things 
were made in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible ; who 
is the Word and the Wisdom, and Power and Life, and the-ttf™ 
Light : who in the last days for our sakes became Man, phd wa 
born of the holy Virgin, was crucified, dead, and buried, #19 Tos 
again from the dead on the third day, and was receiv gai: 
into heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of the Fath gy anc 
will come in the end of time to judge the living and tl , dead, 
and to reward every one according to his works: wlios ing- 

dom shall have no end, for He sits on the right harid-0f the 
2 Joel ii. 28. 2 Athanas. De Synodie, c. 25. ® Soctat ii 18, 
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Father, not only in this present time, but also for the future. 
And (we believe) in the Holy Ghost, the Paraclete, whom 
He promised to the Apostles, and sent after His ascension into 
heaven, to teach them and to call all things to their remem- 
brance, through whom also the souls which sincerely believe 
in Him are saved. Those, however, who say that the Son is 
of nothing (é& ov« Syrwv), or of another hypostasis (€& érépas 
iroctdcews),' and not of God, and that there was a time 
when He did not exist (qv more ypovos Sre ove Hv), are con- 
sidered by the Catholic Church as aliens.” 

We see at once that these four confessions of faith bear 
one and the same character. Throughout, there is an evident 
endeavour to approach as.closely as possible to the Nicene faith, 
without, however; accepting the obnoxious opoovaros. The 
anathemas especially, taken from Nica, and placed at the end 
of the fourth formula, were intended to attest the orthodoxy 
of the author. Therefore. Schelstraten, Remi Ceillier, and 

Pagi have certainly no ground for ascribing the three first 
creeds to the orthodox Antiochian Synod, and the fourth to 
the Arian cabal? AH these four creeds are alike in their 
chief points; none of them are strictly Arian, and none quite 
orthodox, but all are such, that one recognises them as un- 
doubtedly the work of the Eusebians, but received by the 
orthodox bishops as. containing nothing heretical, but rather a 
direct refutation of the main points of Arianism. Even S. 
Hilary of Poitiers does not judge the.second of these formulas 
(he does not speak of the others) unfavourably, but interprets 
it in the orthodox sense. Nor does Athanasius call them 
heretical ; but he does. not judge them, so leniently as Hilary, 
and sees in them, throughout only an, attempt of the Eusebians 
to deceive the rest of the Chnistian. world as to their heretical 
views. , 

Now, if we have, as.I believe, represented the matter in 

the right light, and viewed what took place, not from our 
own standpoint, where the line of separation and opposition 
is sharply drawn between the rival parties, but from the 

1 pwéeraess, used in the sense of substance. Cf. supr. vol. i. p. 298, note 1. 

2 Pagi, ic. ad ann. 341, n. 14 sqq. and 34; Ceillier, U.c. p. 661 and 647. 
? Athanas. De Synodis, c. 22 sqq. 

IL F 
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standpoint of that period of fermentation when the middle 
parties had not distinctly separated themselves, we can solve 
the perplexing question raised at first. As we know, it has 
seemed to many impossible that the members of that Synod, 
who confirmed the deposition of S. Athanasius, and drew up 
Arianizing creeds, could afterwards have been called by the 
orthodox party Sancti Patres, and their canons quoted by 
Church authorities. But if we assume, jirst, that the majority 
of the members of the Council at Antioch consisted of orthodox 
bishops, among whom might have been men of the greatest 
personal worth, such as Dianius of Ceesarea;' and, secondly, 
that the canons which they gave were in truth salutary and 
right,—then great part of the original difficulty disappears. 

To this it must be added, that these orthodox fathers did 

not condemn Athanasius out of malice, or even heretical 

feelings, but because they were misled by others; therefore 
they can no more be severely judged for this deed than can 
S. Epiphanius, for instance, for his persecution of S. Chry- 
sostom. In this latter case one Saint was very energetic in 
his efforts to overthrow the other, and to drive him from his 

bishopric; and shall we therefore question his saintliness ? 
Like him, the orthodox bishops of Antioch might have acted 
throughout bona fide. As the books of S. Epiphanius were not 
rejected, because he had been persugded into his ill-usage of 
S. Chrysostom, so neither could of might the canons of the 
Antiochian Synod be rejected, because the orthodox majority 
had been led by the Eusebians into false steps. Finally, it 
must not be forgotten, that if the canons of the Antiochian 
Synod are spoken of as Canones Sanctorum Patrum, and their 
second creed is said to be published by a Congregata Sanctorum 
Synodus,* still no one intended thereby to canonize the mem- 
bers of the Antiochian Synod asa body. If we understand 
the expression “holy,” in the sense of the ancient Church, as 
a title of honour, then a great part of the difficulty disappears. 

1 See above, pp. 58, 66. ? Hilary, De Synodis, c. 32. 
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Sec. 57. Vacancy of the See of Constantinople. Athanasius in 
the West. Preparations for the Synod of Sardica. 

Soon after this Synod tn Encentis, Eusebius of Nicomedia, or 
Constantinople, died, and the orthodox party of the latter city 
again made the banished Paul bishop: the Arians, on the 
other hand, led by Theognis of Nicwa and Theodore of 
Heraclea, who were then in Constantinople, assembled in 
another church and elected Macedonius. This threw the 
whole town into commotion, and regular battles took place 
between the two parties, causing the loss of several lives. 
The Emperor Constantius, who was just then staying in 
Antioch, upon receiving this news, at once gave orders for 
Paul to be again banished; but the people offered forcible 
resistance, in which General Hermogenes was murdered, his 

house set on fire, and his corpse dragged about the streets. 
The Emperor then came himself in haste, intending to take 
severe vengeance on the people; but the Constantinopolitans 
went to meet him, weeping and bemoaning themselves, so 
that he only punished them slightly, and banished Paul, but 
did not confirm the election of Macedonius, because he had 

accepted the election without his consent, and thus occasioned 
these deplorable events." When, some time later, Bishop 
Paul again ventured to return to Constantinople, Constantius 
had him arrested by the Prefect of the Pretorians, Philip, 
and banished him to Thessalonica, which again caused a 
great tumult, and led to the death of more than three hundred 
persons.” 

Even before this, towards the end of their Antiochian Synod, 

the Eusebians had tried to win over the Western Emperor 
Constans also. The latter, upon hearing of the events in 
Alexandria, the deposition of Athanasius, etc., had addressed 

a letter to his brother Constantius, soliciting an explanation. 
The Antiochians therefore sent the envoys previously men- 
tioned, Narcissus, Maris, Theodore, and Marcus, to Gaul to 

the Emperor Constans, to deliver to him the fourth Antiochian 
Creed.* Constans sent them away, however, without having 

1 Socrat. ii. 12, 18; Sozom. iii. 7. 2 Socrat. ii. 16, 
3 Athanas. De Synodis, c. 25 ; Socrat. ii. 18 ; Sozom. iii. 10. 
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gained their end,’ and one of the most influential bishops in 
his neighbourhood, Maximin of Tréves, refused the synodal 
envoys all Church communion.” Athanasius was at this time 
still in Rome, where he spent altogether more than three 
years,* because the Emperor Constantius persistently refused 
to allow him to return to Alexandria,‘ and even tried in every 
way to obtain the consent of Rome to his deposition, as their 
contemporary the heathen historian Ammianus Marcellinus 
relates.” It is not known what Athanasius did during this 
long time in Rome; and he himself only says briefly that he 
gave his time to the Church conferences, and at the wish of 
the Emperor Constans composed his index of the Holy Scrip- 
tures, queria trav Oelwv ypapav, which has since been lost. 
In the fourth year, however, of his stay in Rome, therefore in 
the summer of 343, the Emperor Constans summoned him 
to come to him at Milan, and informed him that a number 

of bishops, especially Pope Julius, Hosius of Cordova, and 
Maximin of Tréves, had expressed’ a wish that he should use 
his influence with his brother Constantius to assemble a great 
synod, by which the existing complications might be settled.’ 
Other bishops also, deposed by the Eusebians,—for instance, 
Paul of Constantinople,—begged for the same, and Athanasius 
himself fully agreed with them® Constans now wrote to his 
brother, and gained his consent to assemble the great Synod 
of Sardica ; before, however, this could take place, he first 

sent S. Athanasius from Milan to Gaul, that he might there 
meet Hosius, and, in company with him and the Gallican 
bishops, travel at once to Sardica in Illyria’ 

According to the general view based upon Socrates and 
Sozomen,” the Eusebians had again held an assembly in - 

1 See supr. p. 80. * Hilarii, Opp. Fragm. iii. c. 27, p. 1822, ed. Bened. 
3 Athanas. Apol. ad Gonstant. c. 4. 
4 Sozom. iii. 11. According to Socrat. ii. 20, the tumults in Alexandria had 

made the return of Athanasius impossible. 
> Ammian. lib. xv. Cf. the notes of Valesius with Socrat. ii. 8. 
6 Athanas, Apolog. ad Constant. c. 4; Remi Ceillier, lc. t. v. p. 280. 
T Athanas. Apolog. ad Constant. c. 4, p. 286, t. i. P. i. ed. Patav. ; Hilar. 

Pictav. Fragm. iii. p. 1815, ed. Bened. 
® Socrat. ii. 20 ; Sozom. iii. 11 ; Theodoret, Hist. Hcl. ii. 4. 
® Athanas, Apolog. ad Constant. c. 4, p. 286. ’ 
© Socrat. ii. 19, 20; Sozom. iii. 11. 
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Antioch before the Synod of Sardica, and had then drawn up 
a very long confession of faith, the paxpooteyos, which was 
forthwith sent by a synodal deputation to the Western bishops 
assembled at Milan. Of this new Antiochian Synod and 
formula Athanasius, too, speaks very circumstantially, expressly 
stating that it took place three years after the Synod in 
Enceniis. We shall see, however, that this Synod is not to 
be placed before, but after that of Sardica, and that the 
assembly at Milan, to whom the formula was delivered, did 

not meet at the time of the sojourn of the Emperor Constans 
and S. Athanasius in that city just referred to, but that it was 
a later Milanese Synod which took place after the Council of 
Sardica. 

' De Synodis, c. 26, p. 589, t. i. P. ii. ed. Patav. 



BOOK IV. 

THE SYNODS OF SARDICA AND PHILIPPOPOLIS. 

ocean eres 

SEc. 58. Date of the Synod of Sardvca. 

UR inquiries concerning the Synod of Sardica must 
begin with a chronological examination of the date of 

this assembly. Socrates and Sozomen" place it expressly in 
the year 347 a.D., with the more precise statement that it 
was held under the Consuls Rufinus and Eusebius, in the 

eleventh year after the death of Constantine the Great; 

therefore after the 22d of May 347, according to our way of 
reckoning.” 

This was the most general view until, rather more than a 
hundred years ago, the learned Scipio Maffei discovered at 
Verona the fragment of a Latin translation of an old Alex- 
andrian chronicle (the Historia Acephala, already cited in 
p. 50), and edited it® in the third volume of the Osser- 
vaziont Letterarie in 1738. This fragment contains the 
information that on the 24th Phaophi (October 21), under 
the Consuls Constantius Iv. and Constans 1, in the year 346, 
Athanasius had returned to Alexandria from his second exile. 
As it is universally allowed, however, as we shall presently 

show more clearly, that this return certainly only took place 
about two years after the Synod of Sardica, Mansi hence saw 
the necessity of dating this synod as early as the year 344.* 

' Socrat. ii. 20 ; Sozom. iii. 12. 
* Constantine the Great died on the 22d of May 337, as we said before at 

* sais printed in the Patavian edition of Opp. 8S. Athanasii, t. iii. p. 89 sqq. 
‘This he did in his dissertation De Epochis Sardicensium et Sirmiensium 

Conciliorum, which has become famous ; first printed in vol. i. of his Supplem. 

86 
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In this he is confirmed by S. Jerome,’ in the continuation of 
the Eusebian chronicle, who, in accordance with the Historia 
Acephala, has assigned the return of 8. Athanasius to the 
tenth year of the reign of the Emperor Constantius, in 
346. 

Many learned men now followed Mansi, the greater number 
blindly ; others, again, sought to contradict him: at first the 

learned Dominican, Mamachi ;? then Dr. Wetzer® (Professor 
at Freiburg) ; and latterly, we ourselves in a treatise, “ Con- 
troversen iiber die Synode von Sardika,” in the Tubinger Theol. 
Quartalschrifi, 1852. 

Soon after there was a fresh discovery. Some of the 
Paschal Letters of S. Athanasius, which until then were sup- 
posed to be lost, were discovered in an Egyptian monastery, 
with a very ancient preface translated into Syriac, and were 
published in that language by Cureton in London, and in the 
year 1852 in German by Professor Larsow® at the Grey 
Friars Convent in Berlin. 

Among these Festal Letters, the nineteenth, intended for 
Easter 347, and therefore composed in the beginning of that 
year, had been re-written in Alexandria, as the introduction 
expressly states.© This confirms the statement of the Historia 
Acephala, that Athanasius was already returned to Alexandria 
in October 346, and confirms the chief points of Mansi’s 
hypothesis ; while, on the other hand, it unanswerably refutes, 
by Athanasius’ own testimony, the statements of Socrates and 
Sozomen (which, from their dependence on each other, only 
count as one) with reference to the date 347. 

As we said, Mansi placed this Synod in the year 344; but 
the old preface to the Festal Letters of S. Athanasius dates it 

Concil. p. 173 sqq., and afterwards in vol. iii. of his large Collectio Conciliorum, 
pp- 87-128. 

1 Cf. the Migne edition of the works of 8. Jerome, t. viii. p. 682. 
* Manfachi, ad Joh. D. Mansium de ratione temporum Athanasianorum, etc., 

Epistolaiy. Rome 1748. 
2 Wetzer, Restitutio Vera Chronologia Rerum ex Controversiis Arianis .. . 

Evortarum, Francof. 1827. 
‘7 er Theol. Quartalechrift, No. iii. pp. 360 sqq 
* Cf. mw review of Larsow’s book in the T'bing. Quartalachrift 1858, Heft i. 

p. 146 sqq., and above, page 3, note 3. 
6 i the Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, etc., p. 141. 
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in the year 343," and in fact we can now only hesitate between 
the dates 343 and 344.7 If the preface were as ancient and 
as powerfully convincing as the Festal Letters themselves, then 
the question concerning the date of the Council of Sardica 
would be most accurately decided. As, however, this preface 
contains mistakes in several places, especially chronological 
errors,—for instance, regarding the death of Constantine the 

Great,>—we cannot unconditionally accept its statement as to 
the date 344, but can only do so when it corresponds with 
other dates concerning that time. 

Let us, at all events, assume that Athanasius came to Rome 
about Easter 340.4 As is known, he was there for three 
whole years, and in the beginning of the fourth year was 
summoned to the Emperor Constans at Milan.’ This points 
to the summer of 343. From thence he went through Gaul 
to Sardica, and thus it is quite possible that that Synod might 
have begun in the autumn of 343.° It probably lasted, how- 
ever, until the spring; for when the two envoys, Euphrates of 
Cologne and Vincent of Capua, who were sent by the Synod 
to the Emperor Constans, arrived in Antioch, it was already 
Easter 344. Stephen, the bishop of the latter city, treated 
them in a truly diabolical manner; but his wickedness soon 
became notorious, and a synod was assembled, which deposed 
him after Easter 344.’ Its members were Eusebians, who 

1 Larsow, lc. p. 31, No. 15. This preface belonged originally to another col- 
lection of the Festal Letters of 8. Athanasius, now extant, and was added to 
those newly discovered by a later copyist. See Gliick, in the Vienna Acad. der 
Wissenschaft. Philos. Histor., Klasse 1855, Bd. 17, S. 65. 

* Both dates are combined in a peculiar manner in the heading of an ancient 
codex of the decisions of Sardica, in Harduin, Collect. Concil. t. i. p. 685. Here 
it is said that the Synod had been held under the Consuls Leontius and Sallus- 
tius (in the year 344) in the 38lst year of the (Spanish) Aera (348, according to 
Dionysius’ reckoning). Cf. concerning the Spanish Aera, my treatise ‘‘ Aera” in 
vol. i. of the Kirchenlezicon of Wetzer and Welte. 

* There is more on this subject in my review of Larsow's book, Quartalschri/t, 
1853, p. 163 sqq. Cf. also above, p. 14, note 1; p. 88, note 3. 

* See above, p. 50 sq. ® See above, p. 84. 
¢ If we went upon the supposition that Athanasius had already) fled from 

Alexandria to Rome about Easter 389, then of course we could still lees place the 
Synod of Sardica later than 843, but rather in the beginning or midjdle of that 
year, and we might suppose the stay of 8. Athanasius in Milan and Gaal, perhaps 
also in Rome, to have been somewhat longer (perhaps one or two mon fhs longer). 

7 Athanas. Historia Arianor. ad Monachos, c. 20, p. 281, t. i. P. i. (Ed. Patav. 
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therefore appointed Leontius Castratus as Stephen’s successor, 
and it is indeed no other than this assembly which Atha- 
nasius has in mind, when he says it took place three years 
after the Synod in Hncceentis, and drew up a very explicit 
Eusebian confession of faith,’ the paxpooreyos. 

The disgraceful behaviour of Bishop Stephen of Antioch for 
some time inclined the Emperor to place less confidence in the 
Anan party, and to allow Athanasius’ exiled clergy to return 
home in the summer of 344. Ten months later, the pseudo- 
bishop, Gregory of Alexandria, died (in June 345, as we shall 
show later), and Constantius did not permit any fresh appoint- 
ment to the See of Alexandria, but recalled S, Athanasius by 
three letters, and waited for him-more than a year.? Thus the 
See of Alexandria remained unoccupied for more than a year, 
until the last six months of 346. At length in October 346 
Athanasius returned to his bishgpric. 

We see, then, that by accepting the distinct statements of 
the Paschal Letters of S. Athanasius and the preface, we obtain 
a satisfactory chronological system, in which the separate 
details cohere well together, and ‘which thus recommends itself. 
‘One great objection we formerly raised ourselves against the 
date 344° can now be solved. It is certainly true that in 
353 or 354 Pope Liberius wrote thus: “Eight years ago the 
Eusebian deputies, Eudoxius and Martyrius (who came to the 
West with the formula paxpdoruyos), refused to anathema- 
tize the Arian doctrine at Milan.” But the Synod of Milan 
here alluded to, and placed about the yéar 345, was not, as 

we before erroneously supposed, held before the Synod of 
Sardica, but ‘after it.‘ We are somewhat less fortunate as 
regards another difficulty. The Eusebians assembled at Philip- 
popolis (the pseudo-Synod of Sardica) say, in their synodal 
letter: “Bishop Asclepas of Gaza was deposed from his 
bishopric seventeen years ago.” This deposition occurred at 
an Antiochian Synod.’ If we identified this Synod with the 

* Athanasius, De Synodis, c. 26, p. 589, t. i. P. ii. ed. Patav. Cf. above, 
y- 66. 

* Athanas, Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 21, p. 281 aq. 
8 Tabing. Theol. Quartalechrift, 1852, p. 876. 4 See above, p. 85. 
5 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 47, p. 180, ed. Patav. See above, p. 9. 
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well-known one of 330, by which Eustathius of Antioch also 
was overthrown, we should, reckoning the seventeen years, 
have the year 346 or 347, in which to place the writing of 
the Synodal Letter of Philippopolis, and therefore the Synod 
of Sardica. There are, however, two ways of avoiding this 
conclusion: either we must suppose that Asclepas had been 
already deposed a year or so before the Antiochian Synod of 
330; or that the statement as to the number seventeen in 

the Latin translation of the Synodal Letter of Philippopolis 
(for we no longer possess the original text) is an error or slip 
of the pen. But in no case can this Synodal Letter alter 
the fact that Athanasius was again in Alexandria when he 
composed his Paschal Letter for the year 347, and that the 
Synod of Sardica must therefore have been held several years 
before. 

Sec. 59. Object of the Synod of Sardica. 

As the Synod itself says,’ it was assembled by the two 
Emperors, Constans and Constantius, at the desire of Pope 
Julius,’ with a threefold object: first, the removal of all dis- 
sensions, especially concerning Athanasius, Marcellus of An- 
cyra, and Paul of Constantinople ; secondly, the rooting out of 
all false doctrine; and thirdly, the holding fast by all of the 
true faith in Christ. 

The Synod, in another letter, says somewhat differently, 
that the three points concerning which they had to treat were : 
(1) the false doctrine taught by some; (2) the deposition of 
several bishops; and (3) the cruel acts of violence practised upon 

1In its Zpist. Encycl. in Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 44; also in Manai, 
Collect. Concil. t. iii. p. 58. 

* Cf. above, p. 84. Supported by a statement of Socrates, ii. 20, Binius (in 
his Notes on the Council of Sardica in Mansi, l.c. p. 75), and after him others, 

have muintained that Pope Julius had assembled this Synod. Socrates, le., 
says: ‘‘ Many who did not appear at Sardica had tried to excuse their absence 
on the plea of the short space of time, and to throw the blame on Pope Julius.” 
It cannot, however, be denied that Socrates here confuses the Synod of Sardica 
with that of Rome (see above, p. 53), and that he ascribes to the former what 
was said of the latter Synod in Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 25. The question 
as to who assembled the Synod of Sardica is treated of particularly by Natal. 
Alex. Hist. Hecl. sec. iv. Diss. 27, artic. i. p. 454, ed. Venet. — 
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many bishops, priests, and other clerics.' We easily see that 
in both these passages the second and third points hang to- 
gether; and the object of the Emperors, as well as that of all 
those who had taken any part in assembling the Synod, was 
therefore the following :—/irst, that as the Western and 
Eastern bishops had hitherto considerably differed in their 
judgments of Athanasius and others, so now a great Ecumeni- 
cal Council should give a final decision on this matter, in 
order that peace might be restored in Church and State; 
secondly, that as the continual machinations of the Eusebians, 

and especially their great levity in drawing up four different 
creeds in the course of a few months, had destroyed all the 
security and stability of the Church’s faith, and made it appear 
as variable as the fashions, there was urgent need for a great 
synod to give a distinct decision upon this point also. 

In order, if possible, to secure the presence of many mem- 
bers at such a synod, Sardica or Serdica was chosen as the 
place of assembly ; because this town, though indeed belong- 
ing to the portion of the Emperor Constantius, was situated 
nearly on the borders of the two divisions of the empire, and 
in the centre of the great whole.” 

SEC. 60. Members and Presidency of the Synod of Sardica. 

The first to arrive at Sardica were the Western bishops, to 
whom many Greek bishops, zealous in the Nicene cause, had 
joined themselves; but the Eusebian party also, in obedience 
to the imperial summons, set out without delay, confident of 
being able there, too, to maintain their former decisions 

1In the letter from the Synod to Pope Julius in Mansi, t. iii. p. 40; and 
Harduin, t. i. p. 653. 

? Sardica (Ulpia Sardica), formerly belonging to Thrace, afterwards the capital of 
Dacia Ripensis, was sitnated in the so-called Illyricum Orientale, and therefore 
belonged to the empire of Constantius, but still to the Roman patriarchate (see 
vol. i p. 400; and cf. Wiltsch, Kirchl. Statistik, Bd. i. secs. 44, 80, 88). 

Attila destroyed this city ; but it was rebuilt, and still exists under the name of 
Sophia (Triaditza) in Turkey in Europe, lying 59 miles west of Constantinople. 
It has now about 50,000 inhabitants, of whom 6000 are Christians, and is the 
seat of a Greek metropolitan and an Apostolic (Catholic) vicariate. But the 
Vicar-Apostolic of Sophia has lived for some time in the neighbouring Philip- 
popolis, which played so great a part in the history of the Synod of Sardica. 
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against Athanasius and their other adversaries. In this they 
relied chiefly upon the protection of the Emperor Constantius, 
and two officers of high standing, Musanius and Hesychius, 
whom he had sent with them to Sardica." 

The ancient writers differ very much as to the numerical 
strength of the two parties present ; but by comparison it can 
be decided with at least approximate accuracy. The Euse- 
bians themselves in their synodal letter* assert that they 
were eighty in number. Among the signatures to the letter, 
there appear, indeed, only seventy-three names; but these do 
not include the bishops, Maris of Chalcedon, Macedonius of 

Mopsuestia, and Ursacius of Singidunum, who, as we know 
from other sources, were present at Sardica.’ If we add these 
names, we have the number seventy-six on which Socrates 
and Sozomen* are entirely agreed, the former of whom, more- 
over, appeals to the still earlier testimony of Sabinus of 
Heraclea.’ The most important of these Eusebians were 
Stephen of Antioch, Acacius of Ceesarea in Palestine, Theodore 

of Heraclea, Marcus of Arethusa, Eudoxius of Germanicia, 
Basil of Ancyra (afterwards the head of the Semi-arians), 
Valens of Murcia, Demophilus of Berca, and the previously 

mentioned Maris of Chalcedon, Macedonius, and Ursacius; 

Dianius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, who was not exactly a Euse- 
bian,* and the notorious Ischyras, were also in their company.’ 

Far more uncertain are the statements regarding the 
Western bishops, or rather the orthodox Nicene party, of 
whom Socrates and Sozomen report that about 300 bishops 

1 Athanas, Apol. c. Arian. c. 36, and Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 15. Cf. 
the Introduction to the Hpist. Concil. Sardic. ad omnes Episcopos in Mansi, 
iii. 58; Harduin, Zc. p. 662. 
In Mansi, iii. p. 182; Harduin, i. 676; Hilar. Pictav. Fragm. iii. n. 16, 

p. 1815, ed. Bened. 
7 In their synodal letter itself (Mansi, t. iii. p. 183) the Eusebians say, that 

of the six bishops who had been sent as commissaries from Tyre to Mareotis 
(cf. above, p. 23), five had been present at Sardica (the sixth, Theognis of 
Nicea, had died before. Cf. Tillemont, Mémoires, etc., t. vi. p. 141, ed. Brax., 
in the treatise concerning the Arians, art. 38). Thus it is clear that Maris, 
Macedonius, Ursacius, Valens, and Theodore were present at Sardica ; and as 
the names of the three first are not among the signatures, they must be added to 
the number seventy-three. 

4 Socrat. ii. 20; Sozom. iii. 12. ® Cf. vol. i. p. 272. 
® See above, p. 66. ? Mangi, iii. 188 sqq. 
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were present, and Socrates appeals for this to Athanasius. 
The latter, in his Apology against the Arians, says that “ more 
than 300 bishops had agreed to what was decided in his 
favour at Sardica.” In another part of the same Apology, at 
the end of the Synodal. Letter of Sardica, cited by himself, 
Athanasius gives the names of 282 bishops;’ but he says 
plainly in the preceding words, “that the decisions of Sardica 
were sent also to-absent bishops, and received by them, and that 
the names of those who signed at the Synod, and of the others, 
were as follows.” Further on, at the end of c. 50, he adds, 
that “even earlier, before the Gouncil of Sardica, about 

sixty-three bishops, ze. in all 344, had declared for him.” We 
see from this whence Socrates and Sozomen derived their 
statements; but at the same time we see that they wrongly 
reckoned among the number those bishops also who, though 
not present in person at tle Council, accepted and signed the 
decrees of Sardica. 

In another place* Athanasius says that “ about 170 bishops 
from the East and West had come together at Sardica;” and 
the context shows that by the Eastern bishops he under- 
stands the Eusebians, and therefere his words cannot have the 

meaning which Fuchs assigns to them in his Bibliothek der 
Kirchenversammlungen; 1.¢. that the number 170 did not in- 
clude the Eusebian bishops, so that with these (who were 
about eighty) the whole number would be 250, as Theodoret 
states it." 

If we, howeven, adhere to the statement of S. Athanasius, 
which is above all others werthy of credit, that the Eastern and 
Western bishops at Sardica numbered in all about 170, and 
then deduct fsom that number the 76 Eusebian (Eastern) 
bishops, we have 94 ‘still remaining for the orthodox party. 

There would be no need for this inquiry if the signa- 
tures to the synodal acts had come down to us whole and 
complete. But unhappily they were entirely lost, with 

1 Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. p. 97, 182, t. i. P. i. ed. Patav. ; alsoin Mansi, 
iii. p. 66; Harduin, t. i. p. 667 qq. 

9 Hist. Arian. ad Monachoe, c. 15. 
¢ 3 Pucha, Bibliothek der Kirchenversammiungen, Thi. ii. sqq. 

* Theodoret, Hist. Hecl. ii. 7. 
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the exception of one very defective list of fifty-nine bishops’ 
names, which S. Hilary, in his second Fragment, has appended 
to the Letter of the Synod of Sardica to Pope Julius.’ It is 
clear that this list is imperfect, from the fact that the names 
of bishops, whose presence at Sardica is otherwise known, are 

‘wanting. Later copyists and compilers appended this list to 
the Canons of Sardica also,? and thus arose the statement 
which appears here and there,—for instance, in the Corpus Juris 
Canonici*—that the Canons of Sardica had been published by 
59, 60, or 61 bishops; for some codices, instead of wnus de 

sexaginta, a3 Hilary says, read unus et sexaginta, while others 
also include a Bishop Alexander of Acia (Achaia) in the list, 
whom Hilary leaves out.‘ 

Two other documents containing signatures of Sardica, one 
a letter from the Synod to the Christians in Mareotis, and the 
other a letter to them from Athanasius, were discovered about 

one hundred and forty years ago by Scipio Maffei in the library 
at Verona.” The latter letter has sixty-one, and the former 
twenty-six or twenty-seven names of bishops; but that all 
the members of the Synod did not sign, is distinctly said in 
the Synodal Letter, for Bishop Vincent, in this list, remarks 
that he signed for the others also.© The Ballerini had these 
documents printed in their edition of the works of S. Leo 1.;’ 
and by making use of these two lists of signatures, and the 
two others previously mentioned (at the end of the Synodal 
Letter to Pope Julius, and in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 50), 
as well as other statements,® they made a list® certainly 
very near the truth, according to which 97 bishops of the 

' Hilar. Pictav. p. 1292 aq.; Mansi, iii. 42 ; Harduin, i. p. 655. 

* Cf. the Dissertation of the Ballerini in the third volume of their edition of 
the works of Leo 1. p. xlii. sqq. ; also printed in Galland. De Vetustis Canonum 
Collect. t. i. p. 290. j 

Fc. 11, Dist. 16. ‘ Ballerini, lc. p. xliii. ; and in Galland. lc. p. 291. 
5 Cf. concerning this, sect. 66 in/r. 
® Cf. Ballerini, I.c. p. xliii. ; Galland. Z.¢. p. 291. * Works of Leo 1. t. iii. 
* Viz. that Euphrates of Cologne and Gratus of Carthage had also been 

present at Sardica. The Synod sent the former, as we shall see later, as its 
ambassador to the Emperor Constantius ; but that Gratus was present appears 
from the Greek text of the seventh Canon of Sardica, and from the fifth Canon 
of the Synod of Carthage in 348 (Mansi, iii. p. 147 ; Harduin, i. 686). 

® Also printed in Mansi, iii. 43 sqq. ; and Ballerini, Ul.ce. 
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orthodox party were present at Sardica. This number 
agrees so well with that which we obtained before, by sub- 
tracting the 80 Eusebian bishops from the 170 members 
of the Synod mentioned by Athanasius, that the result may 
now be considered as fairly certain. It also agrees admir- 
ably with the fact that the first list of bishops, given by 
Athanasius in his often cited Apology, without naming any 
locality, accords almost entirely with the list obtained by the 
Ballerini; so that we can see that Athanasius had there 

noted, as was most natural, first those bishops present at 
Sardica, and afterwards those who had signed afterwards.” 

These orthodox bishops present at Sardica belonged, as the 
Synodal Letter to the Alexandrians says,’ to the following 
provinces and countries: Rome, Spain, Gaul, Italy, Africa, 
Sardinia, Pannonia, Mysia, Dacia, Noricum, Tuscany, Dar- 

dania, the second Dacia, Macedonia, Thessaly, Achaia, Epirus, 

Thrace, Rhodope (a part of Thrace), Palestine, Arabia, Crete, 
and Egypt.* But in the signatures to the Encyclical Synodal 
Letter, in Theodoret,*’ the following provinces are also named: 
Asia, Caria, Bithynia, Hellespont, Phrygia, Pisidia, Cappa- 
docia, Pontus, the other Phrygia, Cilicia, Pamphylia, Lycia, the 
Cyclade Islands, the Thebaid, Libya, and Galatia. We might 
indeed allege in favour of this fuller list, that Athanasius ° 
himself says that there had been bishops present at Sardica 
from more than thirty-five provinces; but the Ballerini 
brothers have nevertheless declared this larger list to be false : 
first, because at that time Phrygia was not yet divided into 
two provinces, and there was therefore no second Phrygia; 

and secondly, because the bishops of those provinces, which 
are added in the larger list, were Eusebians.’ 

Pope Julius did not appear in person, but sent two priests, 
Archidamus and Philoxenus, as his representatives’ and he - 

2 Apolog. c. 50. ? Ballerini, J.c. p: xliii. n. iv. p. 292 ; and in Galland. 
3 See Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 36; Mansi, iii. 51 ; Harduin, t. i. p. 655. 
4Cf. Wiener Akad. der Wissenschaft. Phil. Hist., Klasse 1855, Bd. 17, 

"iemucsdoncl lia, “Wlanads iliac, Arto a Monaahes 441. 
tT Balleriui, ed. Opp. S. Leonis, t. iii. p. xlii. n. ii, et p. 598 sq. note 2 

Also in Mansi, vi. p. 1210, note sq. 
® Mansi, iii. 66 ; Harduin, i. 690; Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 50. 
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excused his absence by such cogent reasons, that the Synod, 
‘in their letter to him, say that “he had excused his non- 
appearance in the best and fullest way, on the ground that 
neither schismatics nor heretics should take advantage of his 
absence from Rome to work mischief, nor the serpent spread 
the poison of blasphemy; for it was best and most fitting 
that the priests (bishops) of all provinces should bring their 
reports to the head, namely, the chair of S. Peter.” * 

On account of the absence of the Pope, Hosius took the 
presidency, and was head of the Synod. In this capacity he 
proposed the various canons,’ and signed the acts before all 
the others;* and Athanasius speaks expressly of “the holy 
Synod, whose president (apovyopos) was the great Hosius.” ‘ 
Shortly before,’ he had declared that “the bishops at Sardica 
had Hosius for their father;” and Theodoret, agreeing with 
him, writes, “This Hosius was bishop of Cordova; he was 

celebrated at the Synod of Nica, and took the first place 
(1pwrevoas) among those assembled at Sardica.”* Sozomen? 
further designates the orthodox party at Sardica as ot dudt rov 
“Octoy, and the Eusebians also express themselves quite in the 
same way, always declaring Hosius and Protogenes of Sardica 
to be the heads of the orthodox Bishops® Why they name 
the latter with Hosius is doubtful; perhaps because, as Bishop 
of Sardica, where the Synod was held, he specially influenced 
it, or perhaps because, from his age (he had been also at 
the Council of Niczea) and personal worth, he stood out pro- 
minently ; for his Episcopal See gave him no such special 
pre-eminence.’ 

But if Hosius was president at the Synod of Sardica, the 
reasons may have been the same this time as before at the 

1 Hilar. Fragm. ii. p. 1290 ; Mansi, iii. 40; Harduin, i. 658. The last sen- 
tence of the quotation is considered by Fuchs, Bibliothek der Kirchenvers. Bd. 
ii, 8. 128, as interpolated. 

7 Mansi, iij. p. 5 sqq. ; Hard. i. 687 sqq. 
® Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 49, 50; Mansi, iii. p. 42, 66; Hard. i. 651, 

667. 
* Histor. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 16. 5 Ibid. c. 15. 
© Theodoret, ii. 15. ¥ Sozom. ii. 12. 
* Mansi, iii. p. 131 sqq. 
° Remi Ceillier, Histoire Générale des Auteurs Sacrés, t. iv. p. 668, 669. 
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Synod of Nicsea," 2.e. that he had a special commission for it? 
from the Pope, and perhaps also from the Emperors; for 
neither did his Episcopal See give him any such pre-eminence. 
On the contrary, several of those present—for instance, Gratus 
of Carthage, Protasius of Milan, Verissimus of Lyons, and 

Maximus of Tréves—held quite as important, and some even 
more important, Sees, to say nothing of S. Athanasius, 

Exarch of Alexandria, who, as being accused, could not pre- 
side. But, besides Hosius, the two Roman priests before men- 
tioned probably took part in the presidency, somewhat in 
the character of assistants, as was also the case before at Nicea; 

for which reason, in the list given by Athanasius, they signed 
immediately after Hosius.’ 

Among the orthodox bishops of the Synod of Sardica, we 
find, besides Hosius, five more Spaniards: Anianus of Casto- 
lona, Castus of Saiagossa, Domitian of Asturica, Florentius 
of Emerita, and Pretestatus of Barcelona. Gaul was repre- 
sented by the bishops already mentioned, Verissimus of 
Lyons, and Maximus of Tréves; Italy, by Protasius of Milan, 
S. Severus of Ravenna, Januarius of Beneventum (not the 
renowned S. Januarius of Beneventum, who had been mar- 

tyred in 305), Fortunatian of Aquileia, Lucius of Verona, 
Sterconius from Apulia, Ursacius of Brescia, and Vincent of 
Capua. Macedonia and Achaia (Greece proper) had sent 
very many bishops; for instance, Athenodorus of Platea, 
Dionysius of Elis, Hermogenes of Sicyon, Plutarch of Patras, 
and others. From Palestine we find two bishops, one of 
whom was named Arius; from Arabia, one bishop named 
Asterius ; lastly, from the Asiatic island Tenedos, the Bishop 
Diodorus. Of bishops who had suffered persecution, Atha- 
nasius, Marcellus of Ancyra, and Asclepas of Gaza were 
present ;* Socrates® names also Paul of Constantinople, but 

3 Cf. supr. vol. i pp. 39, 281. 
? This is also the view of Petrus de Marca (De Concordia Sacerdotii et Imperii, 

lib. v. c. 4). Cf. Natal. Alex. Hist. Hecl. sec. iv. diss. 27, art. ii. p. 455, ed. Venet., 
where the question of the Presidency at Sardica is more particularly treated of. 

3 Athanas. Apol. c, Arian. c. 50. In the signature of the letter to Pope 
Julius, in Hilary, p. 1292, they do not, however, appear. 

* Cf. the Ballerini Catalogue, mentioned above, p. 94. 
5 Socrat. ii. 20. 

II. G° 
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this is manifestly wrong, as is evident from a passage in the 
Synodal Letter of the Eusebians, which says that’ “the fol- 
lowers of Hosius hold communication with Paul also through 
Asclepas, and: receive from and send letters to him.” 

SEc. 61. The Eusebians take no part in the Synod. 

While still on the road to Sardica, as soon as they learnt 
that Athanasius, Marcellus of Ancyra, and Aselepas had 
arrived there, the Eusebians took a step intended to frustrate 
all conciliatory designs. They held cabals of their own, and 
by threats extorted from all their adherents the promise, 
under certain circumstances, to take no part whatever in 
the Synod.’ 

For when they found that Athanasius and Marcellus of 
Ancyra were come to Sardica, they could not but fear that, 
as both had been already acquitted at Rome under Pope 
Julius in 341, the sentence of deposition, passed upon them 
by the Eusebians, would be regarded as null, and, so long as 
nothing fresh could be proved against them, both would be 
received into fellowship by the Council. If this happened, 
they could not help further foreseeing that Athanasius and 
his comrades in misfortune would soon change the de- 
fensive for the aggressive, and would bring heavy charges 
against the Eusebians themselves. They therefore resolved 
to insist on Athanasius and the others deposed by them at 
Sardica being treated from the very first as excommunicate, 
on the ground that their reception would be a violation of the 
reverence due to the Eastern Synods, and entirely contrary to 
all Church rule® Besides this, they said, many of the former 

judges, accusers, and witnesses against Athanasius were dead, 
so that a fresh investigation was sure to end too favourably 
for him.* 

Walch is of opinion that Athanasius had unquestionably a 
just cause, but that equity demanded that he and his com- 
panions, Marcellus and Asclepas, should still be excluded at 

1 Mansi, iii. p. 184; Hard. i. 678. 3 Sozom. lib. iii. c. 11. 
3 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 68, 131, 183. 
4 Mansi, t. iii. 181; Hilar. Fragm. iii. p. 1814. 
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first from the Synod! But (1) the Roman Synod of 341, 
which declared these men to be innocent, and received them 

into the communion of the Church, must necessarily have had 
as much weight as the Antiochian Synod of the same year. 
(2) To this must be added, that the Emperors had themselves 
given permission to the Synod of Sardica to reinvestigate the 
whole matter,” and this was, in fact, the object of the assem- 
bly. This implied that all judgments hitherto pronounced for 
and against Athanasius and his adherents, including that of 
Antioch, should be considered as suspended. Therefore the 
Synod of Sardica was bound to ignore all former proceedings, 
and to regard the matter as a res integra, and to treat Atha- 
nasius and his colleagues as if no sentence had yet anywhere 
been pronounced against them. (3) If, however, at Sardica, 
Athanasius and his friends had been treated as a party, then, in 
all fairness, their enemies, of whom they complained, must 
have been treated in the same way, and the exclusion of one 
party would have necessitated the exclusion of the other. 
(4) Lastly, not only was there a fully sufficient number of 
the former judges, accusers, and witnesses against Athanasius 
still living.—many more than were required for giving 
evidence,—but actually many of the most important of them 
were in the ranks of the Eusebians ; for instance, Ischyras and 
those envoys whom the Synod of Tyre had sent to Mareotis. 
One of these six was dead, but all the others were present, as 
the Eusebian Synodal Letter itself relates. The voluminous 
Mareotic Acts of Inquiry, which contained the testimonies of 
so many witnesses, as also the Acts of the Synods of Tyre and 
Antioch, were certainly still available ; and the Synod of Rome 
in 341 had heard and examined the testimony of no less than 
eighty bishops on the affair of Athanasius, so that there was 
clearly sufficient legal evidence at hand for a final decision. 
To all this the Eusebians might appeal, if they chose to 
proceed against Athanasius at the Synod, besides bringing 
their own charges against him. 

1 Walch, Historie der Kirchenvers. p. 176. 
2 See the Synodal Letter of the Orthodox in Hilar. p. 1291, 11; Mansi, 

t. iii. 40. 
3 In Mansi, p. 138; Hilar. Fragm. iii. p. 1316, n. 18. 
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In order to appear at Sardica as a firm and compact party, 
and to be able to hinder the accession of any of their 
colleagues to the Synod, the Eusebians had so arranged that 
they all occupied one house in the town.’ Notwithstanding 
this, two bishops who had come with them, Asterius from 
Arabia, and Arius (also named Macarius) from Palestine, im- 
mediately went over to the Synod, and related the intrigues 
already formed on the journey by the Eusebians, They 
affirmed at) the same time that many other orthodox bishops 
were come in the company of the Eusebians, who would 
gladly have joined the Synod, if they were not hindered by 
violence and false representations.” Naturally, the desertion 
of these two was highly inconvenient to the Eusebians, and 
therefore Athanasius rightly says that they were struck with 
fear.’ In fact, they did not long delay taking revenge on 
both, and immediately after the Synod of Sardica procured 
their banishment, through the Emperor Constantius.* That 
the Synod of Sardica was entirely free, and not managed by 
imperial officials, was, moreover, in the highest degree con- 
trary to the wishes of the Eusebians, as no court influence 
in their favour could be hoped for. The consternation of the 
Eusebians, however, was complete when they learnt that 
Athanasius and many others, bishops and priests, were ready 
to appear as their accusers, and witnesses of their violent 
conduct, and that there were even chains and irons forth- 

coming which would testify to this.° 
The Eusebians, on their side, say that “immediately upon 

their arrival at Sardica, they had heard that Athanasius, 
Marcellus, and other justly condemned offenders, who had 
been already deposed by synodal decision, were sitting in the 
midst of the church with Hosius and: Protogenes, disputing 
with them, and, even worse, celebrating the holy mysteries. 

They had therefore demanded of those who were with Proto- 
genes and Hosius (in fact commanded them, mandavimus) that 

1 Mansi, t. iii. 63. 
2 Cf. the Synodal Letter of the Orthodox, in Athan. Apol. c. Arian. c. 48. 

Further, Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 15. 
3 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 15. 
« Athanas. fc. c. 18. 

5 Athanas, Apol. c. Arian. c. 86, 45; Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 15. 
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they should shut out the condemned from their assembly, and 
hold no communion with sinners. When this was done, they 
should meet together with them, the Eusebians, and hear what 
had been decided by earlier synods against Athanasius and 
the others! The adherents of Hosius, however, opposed this 
idea, and would not give up communion with those persons. 
This troubled them even to tears; for they could not, as 
they say, sit in an assembly with those whom their prede- 
cessors condemned, neither could they take part with profane 
persons in the sacraments. They therefore again and again 
repeated their demand to the Orthodox, begging them not to 
confound divine right, violate the tradition of the Church, give 
occasion for divisions, and place the many Oriental bishops 
and holy synods on a lower footing than that party. But 
the companions of Hosius paid no heed, but rather sought to 
assume the part of judges over the judges (at the former 
synods), and to bring the Eusebians themselves to trial.” 
We see from this, also, that the Eusebians would not allow to 
the Council the right of trying afresh the sentences of the 
Synods of Tyre and Antioch, etc. During these quarrels, five 
Eusebian bishops, who had formerly been members of the 
deputation sent to Mareotis, proposed that a new commission 
of inquiry, composed of members of both parties (Eusebian 
and Orthodox), should be sent into those places where 
Athanasius had committed his offences, and should it be 

shown that they (the five bishops) had falsely accused him, 
they would unhesitatingly submit to condemnation ; but if, on 
the contrary, their accusations were shown to be well-founded, 
then the five deputies of the Orthodox party, as well as the 
defenders and well-wishers of Athanasius and Marcellus, 

should be thrust out of communion. The Eusebians further 
affirm that Hosius, Protogenes, and their friends had not, how- 

ever, agreed to this proposal,” but had rather sought by re- 
ference to the wishes and written edicts of the Emperor to 

' In this case the Synod of Sardica would only have had to approve the former 
decisions, instead of making a new and impartial investigation of the whole 
affair. 

* We have already shown that there were abundant materials at hand for a final 
decision ; therefore the Synod rightly rejected a proposition which only aimed 
at putting aside the affair, and postponing the final decision ad Grecas Calendas. 
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frighten the Eusebians, and to force them through fear to take 
part in the Synod. Therefore they, the Eusebians, had now 
decided to return to their own homes, and, before leaving 
Sardica, to give a report of what had taken place to the rest 

-of Christendom! That they did not speak the truth in this 
last point, but issued their circular letter from Philippopolis, 
and not from Sardica, will appear later: it is enough here to 
supplement the above account of the Eusebians by the follow- 

_ Ing communications from the orthodox side. 
The Orthodox bishops greatly desired that the Eusebians 

should appear at the Synod. They therefore repeatedly invited 
them, both by word of mouth and by letter, and represented 
to them in how bad a light they placed themselves by their 
non-appearance, as it must be supposed that they had no 
proof to bring of their charges against Athanasius, but were 
rather slanderers, as indeed they would have to be declared 
by the Synod.? They were repeatedly told that Athanasius 
and his friends were ready to refute the charges raised against 
them, and to convict their enemies of slander*® Hosius made 

yet another special attempt, which he thus relates in a sub- 
sequent letter to the Emperor Constantius: “When the 
enemies of Athanasius came to me in the church, where [ 

generally was, I requested them to bring forward their proofs 
against Athanasius, and promised them all possible security and 
justice, observing that, in case they did not like to bring their 
proofs before the whole Synod, they should at least communicate 
them to me alone. I even added a promise, that if Athanasius 
was proved guilty, he should be rejected by us all; but if he 
was innocent, and could convict them of slander, and still 
they would not hold communion with him, I would induce 
him to travel with me to Spain.” Hosius adds, that Athanasius 
accepted these conditions without any hesitation; but that the 
Eusebians, not having confidence in their own cause, refused 
them.‘ 

' Mansi, iii. pp. 181-134; Hilar. Fragm. iii. p. 1815, n. 14 sqq. ; Harduin, 
i. p. 675 sqy. 

? Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 36. 
* Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, «. 76; Apol. c. Arian. c. 45. 
‘ Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 44. 
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Athanasius himself says: “The Eusebians thought that 
under such circumstances (that is to say, if the whole affair 
was to be investigated anew, and the decisions of Tyre and 
Antioch no longer regarded as unalterable) flight was for 
them the lesser evil; for it was better to leave Sardica, than 

to be there formally convicted of slander. And if, after all, 
sentence was pronounced against them, the Emperor Con- 
stantius was their protector, and would certainly not allow 
their deposition.”* In order, however, to have a fitting 
pretext for their flight, the Eusebians sent word by the priest 
Eustathius of Sardica to the Orthodox party, that the 
Emperor had sent them by letter the news of his victory 
over the Persians, and that this compelled their immediate 
departure (probably to offer him their congratulations). But 
Hosius was not deceived by this, and sent word to them: “If 
you do not appear and clear yourselves as regards the slanders 
which you have spread, and the accusations which have been 
brought against you, be assured that the Synod will condemn 
you as guilty, but will declare Athanasius and his associates 
to be innocent.” The Eusebians were, however, deaf to these 

words, and fled by night from Sardica.” 

SEc. 62. Energetic Action of the Synod of Sardica. 

With the flight of the accusers, the whole proceeding against 
Athanasius and his friends might easily have been considered 
as finished ; but in order to fulfil all justice, and to cut off 
from the Eusebians every possible pretext for further objec- 
tions, the Synod resolved most carefully to investigate the 
whole affair, with all the testimonies already given, for and 
against Athanasius.’ The acts showed that the accusers were 
pure slanderers ;* that Theognis of Nicea had, as was attested 

by several of his own former deacons, addressed malicious 
letters to the Emperors, in order to excite them against 
Athanasius ;° that Arsenius, said to have been killed by 

1 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 15. 
* Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 16 ; Hilar. Fragm. ii. p. 1294, n. 16. 

> Mansi, /.c. t. iii. 62; Harduin, t. i. p. 686. 
« Mansi, t. iii. p. 62. § Ibid. t. iii. p. 59. 
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Athanasius, was still living;* and that no chalice had been 
broken by the Athanasian priest Macarius. The Synod ascer- 
tained this through the testimony of many Egyptians, who 
had come to Sardica, and by an ancient Synodal Letter which 
had been addressed to Pope Julius by no less than eighty 
Egyptian bishops, in defence of Athanasius.” No less was it 
shown that the Mareotic acts were very one-sided; that only 
one party—the enemies of Athanasius—-were heard; that 
catechumens, and even heathens, were therein brought forward 
as witnesses against priests, their statements, however, being 

for the most part in direct contradiction to one another.* Two 
former Meletian priests at the same time declared to the Synod 
that Ischyras, whose chalice Macarius was said to have broken 
(by order of Athanasius), had never been a priest, and that 
Meletius had had no church in that country (Mareotis).* The 
Synod also saw, from a letter written by Ischyras’ own hand, 
that he himself declared that at the time when, during divine 
service, his chalice was said to have been broken, he could 

not leave his bed on account of illness, and therefore could 

have held no service.’ 
The Synod at once proceeded to examine, secondly, into the 

complaints brought forward against Marcellus of Ancyra, 
causing his treatise to be read aloud,® from which it discovered 
the wicked intrigues of the Eusebians, who had set down as 
decided and positive statements what Marcellus had said 
merely by way of inquiry (€nrav). That which preceded 

1 Remi Ceillier (JZistoire Générale, etc., t. iv. pp. 670, 680) is of opinion that 
Arsenius himself was present at the Synod of Sardica, and he appeals for this 
to Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 28; but that which is there thus related, 
‘¢ Arsenius, said to be dead, suddenly appeared alive before the Synod,” had 
already taken place at Tyre in 335. 

2 Mansi, t. iii. p. 62, and the Synodal Letter to the Alexandrians ; iid. p. 51 ; 

Harduin, t. i. pp. 666, 658. 
3 Mansi, t. iii. p. 62. Cf. above, page 24. 
* Hilar. Pictav. Fragm. p. 1287, n. 5. Cf. above, page 24. 
5 Mansi, t. iii. 62; Hard. t. i. 666. 

6 The principal treatise of Marcellus against Asterius, not the evsraype, or 
confession of faith, which Marcellus had already given to Pope Julius, and 
which, as Athanasius says, was confirmed by the Synod of Sardica, Cf. Athanas. 
Hist. Arian. ad Monachos. This cvsraypa had not either been the ground of 
the accusations of the Eusebians. Cf. Zahn, Marcellus of Ancyra, Gotha 1867, 
p. 77. 
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and followed the incriminated ‘passages was also read aloud, 
and the Synod was convinced of the orthodoxy of Marcellus, 
and that he had not, as they said, ascribed to the divine 
Logos a beginning from Mary, or maintained that His kingdom 
was not eternal! Marcellus had, as we saw before,” made a 

distinction between the Logos and the Son: by the Son he 
understood the union of the Godhead with human nature, or 

the God-man, and to Him he ascribed His origin from Mary ; 
whereas he declared the Logos to be eternal, and in the Father 
from all eternity (in fact, impersonal). According to this, it 
appeared to-him that the kingdom of the Logos only was 
eternal, and that that of the Son ceases with the end of the 

world, since then all human corporeality ends. 
The third person whose affairs were investigated by the 

Synod of Sardica was Asclepas, Bishop of Gaza in Palestine, 
whom the Eusebians had deposed at Antioch.? He produced 
the acts of the Antiochian Synod which had condemned him, 
and proved his innocence by the very words of his judges.* 
At the same time, it appeared that the Eusebians had not 
only received back many who before had been lawfully deposed 
on account of Arianism, but had promoted them to higher 
offices in the Church ; that they had practised many acts of 
violence against the orthodox, occasioned the destruction of 
many churches, imprisonments, executions, and mutilations 

of holy virgins and the like, and had stirred up the Aran 
heresy afresh. The Synod therefore declared innocent Atha- 
nasius, Marcellus, Asclepas, and their companions, especially 
the Alexandrian priests Aphton, Athanasius the son of Capiton, 
Paul and Plution, who had been deposed and banished by the 
Eusebians, and restored them all to their former offices and 
dignities, and proclaimed this publicly, in order that from 
henceforth no one should consider those who had intruded 
into their places, Gregory at Alexandria, Basil at Ancyra, 
Quintian at Gaza, as rightful bishops.° At the same time, the 
Synod pronounced the sentence of deposition and even excom- 

1 Mansi, t. iii. 68; Hard. t. i. p. 666. 2 Pp, 31. 3 P. 89. 

* Mansi, t. iii. p. 63; Hard. t. i. p. 666 ; cf. above, page 9. 
> Mansi, t. iii. p. 63; Hard. t. i. pp. 666, 667. 
* Mansi, t. iii. pp. 55, 66 ; Hard. t. i. pp. 659, 667. 
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munication upon the heads of the Eusebians, Theodore of 
Heraclea, Narcissus of Neronias, Acacius of Czsarea, Stephen 
of Antioch, Ursacius of Singidunum, Valens of Murcia, Meno- 
phantes of Ephesus, and George of Laodicea, who, from fear, 

had not appeared at the Synod because they had adopted the 
Arian madness, and had, besides, been guilty of other offences * 
(slander and violence). Athanasius remarks incidentally in 
one place,’ that the Synod also deposed Bishop Patrophilus 
of Scythopolis, but he does not seem here to have spoken 
accurately ;* and the statement of Theodoret,* that Maris, 
Valens, and Ursacius had confessed their unfair dealings 
as deputies at Mareotis, and had demanded pardon of the 
Synod, is probably as little worthy of reliance. We shall 
see further on, that with regard to both these bishops some- 
thing of the sort took place some years later, whence it 
may be conjectured that Theodoret is here guilty of an ana- 
chronism. 

Suc. 63. The pretended Creed of Sardica. 

It was, as we know, the further task of the Synod of Sardica 
to give a definite explanation of the orthodox faith, which 
had become uncertain. Athanasius relates that some had 
sought to move the Synod to draw up a new creed, on the pre- 
text that the Nicene was not full enough; but that the Synod 
did not agree to this, and, on the other hand, absolutely deter- 
mined to draw up no new formula, declaring that of Nicza to 
be sufficient, and entirely faultless and pious.’ ‘Nevertheless, 
a pretended Sardican Creed soon got into circulation, which, 

however, Athanasius and those bishops assembled with him 
at Alexandria in 362 warned people against, and declared to 
be false. Bishop Eusebius of Vercelle (now Vercelli) was 
also present at this Alexandrian Synod, and added to his 
signature a remark in which he expressly declared himself 

1 Mansi, t. iii. p. 66 ; Hard. t. i. p. 667. 
2 Athanas. ad Hpisc. Aigypti et Libye, c. 7. 
3 Cf. note 2 of the Benedictine editors on Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. 
‘ Theodoret, ii. 16. 
® Athanasii, Zomus ad Antiochenses, c. 5. Opp. t. i. Pars ii. p. 616, ed. 

Patav. p. 772, edit. Paris. 
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against the pretended formula of Sardica.’ Theodoret’ gives 
a copy of this so-called Sardican formula at the end of the 
Encyclical Letter of the Synod; but the Historia Tripartita® 
adopted a Latin translation of it, the work of the scholar 
Epiphanius. Its sense is throughout orthodox, and directed 
against the Arians, notwithstanding which, the expression 
troctacis is confounded with ovcla, and thus to the Three 
Persons of the Trinity only one hypostasis is ascribed ; there 
are also mis-statements with regard to Valens and Ursacius, 
as though they had been Sabellians.* 

This Sardican formula is also mentioned by Sozomen ;° but 
it is only recently that any clear light has been thrown upon 
this matter, since Scipio Maffei discovered in the library at 
Verona an old Latin translation of nearly all the Sardican 
Acts, and his discovery was made known by the Ballerini 
and Mansi.® In this translation, immediately following the 

Canons of Sardica, there is a short letter from Hosius and 

Protogenes to Pope Julius, and it is plainly this letter of 
which Sozomen’ gives a fairly detailed account. In this 
letter it is said, and it quite accords with Sozomen’s account, 
“that at Sardica the Nicene formula was accepted; but in 
order to make sophistical interpretations impossible to the 
Arians, it was further explained.”* The Latin translation of 
the Encyclical Letter of Sardica follows this short letter, and 
to this is appended a translation of the Sardican formula in 
question.’ Though there are some passages in this version 
where the Greek text of Theodoret is plainly more correct, 
yet, on the other hand, it just removes that difficulty regard- 
ing the one hypostasis, as here it rightly stands, “wnam esse 
substantiam, quam ipsi Greci Usiam appellant,” etc. On the 

1 Athanas. ic. c. 10, p. 619, ed. Patav. p. 776, ed: Paris. 
2 Theodoret, ii. 8. 3 Lib. iv. c. 24. 
‘Cf. on this the notes by Binius im Mansi, iii. 83 sqq., and those by Fuchs 

(Bibliothek der Kirchenvers. vol. ii. p. 143 sqq.). Natalis Alexander treats par- 
ticularly of this in the twenty-ninth Dissertation to his Kirchengesch. of the 
fourth century. Edit. Venet. 1778, t. iv. p. 484 sqq. 

5 Sozomen, iii. 12. 
© Ballerini, edit. Opp. 8. Leonia, t. iii. p. 589 sqq. ; Mansi, Collect. Concil. 

t. vi. p. 1202. 
’ Sozomen, iii. 12. ® Ballerini, Uc. p. 597; Mansi, U.c. p. 1209. 
® Mansi, t. vi. 1213 sqq. ; Ballerini, /.c. p. 605 sqq. 
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other hand, the mis-statement with regard to Valens and 
Ursacius is also found here. 

What is, however, far more important, is that, since this 

discovery, we can without hesitation join the Ballerini in 
their conjecture, that probably Hosius and Protogenes were of 
opinion that a fuller exposition of the Nicene formula ought 
to be drawn up at Sardica’ Such a form they had already 
sketched out with this view, as well as an appropriate letter 
to Pope Julius. The Synod, however, did not agree to their 
plan; but, nevertheless, their draft came into the Acts, and 

was thus early considered by many as a genuine Synodal 
document, as, for instance, by the fourth General Council at 
Chalcedon, in its address to the Emperor Marcian.’ 

The Synod had now completed the three duties laid upon 
it: it had declared itself concerning the right faith, and given 
a decision upon the deposition of Athanasius and his friends, 
and concerning the acts of violence which had been practised 
upon them. But it desired also to provide for the discipline 
of the Church, and therefore drew up a set of canons, many 

of which have become very famous, and obtained permanent 
force in the Church. 

Sec. 64. The Sardican Canons. 

According to the unanimous conclusion arrived at through 
the inquiries of late scholars, especially Spittler and the 
Ballerini, there can be no doubt that the canons of Sardica 

were originally drawn up in both languages, Latin and Greek, 
as they were intended both for Latins and Greeks.’ The 
Greek text is preserved to us in the collection of John of 
Constantinople, of the sixth century,‘ and in several other 

1 Athanasius only says, ‘‘ Some wished this.”” See above, p. 106. 
? Quoted in Mansi, t. vii. p. 463; Hard. t. ii. p. 647. 
3 Ballerin. edit. Opp. S. Leonis M., t. iii. p. xxx. sqq. Spittler's Critical 

Examination of the decisions of Sardica in Meusel’s Geschichtsforscher, part i., 

Halle 1777 ; reprinted in Spittler’s Sammtl. Werken, published by Karl Wachter, 
vol. viii. p. 126 sqq. Fuchs, Bibliothek der Kirchenvers. vol. ii. p. 104. In 
earlier times some learned men, like the Gallican Richer (Hist. Cone. Générale, t. 
i. p. 98, ed. Colon.), have considered the Latin text alone to be the original ; 
others, for instance Walch (Gesch. der Kirchenvers. p. 179), the Greek. 

4 Printed in Justelli, Bibliotheca Juris Canon. Veteris, Paris 1661, fol. t. ii. p. 603. 
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manuscripts, from which it was first given to the press by the 
French Bishop Tilius in 1540,’ and later by Beveridge, 
Hardouin, and all modern collectors. Comments upon it were 
made in the Middle Ages by three learned Greeks, Balsamon, 
Zonaras, and Aristenus, whose works Beveridge” has adopted 
in his famous Synodicon.2 On the other hand, we meet with 
the original Latin text in the three most celebrated ancient 
collections of Canons of the West, the Prisca,* that of 

Dionysius Exiguus,’ and Isidore, the genuine and the false.® 
These three, while differing distinctly from each other in the 
Latin translation of those canons which existed originally 
only in Greek, yet agree so strikingly here, that all three 
must have been based on one and the same original copy. 
These three Latin copies, moreover, while agreeing so remark- 
ably’ with each other, yet so strikingly differ from the Greek 
text,® even in the order of sequence, that their difference can 
only be sufficiently explained by supposing that from the first 
there existed two distinct originals, that is to say, an original 
Latin and an original Greek copy of the canons. 

In the Greek text, and in the Latin of Dionysius Exiguus, 
these canons run thus: 

‘H ayia ovvodos 7 ev Sapduey ocvyxpotnGeica éx Siaddpwv 
éTrapxXia@y wploe TA UITOTEeTAYMEVA. 

CAN. 1. 

“Oowos értoxotros trodews KopdovBns eitrar Ov tocobrov 3 
davrn cuvnOera Scov 7 BrAaBepwrarn tov mpaypatwv Siapbopa 

2 a a > \ 9 ; rd {oa 
é& adrav tav Oeperiov dotiv éxpitwréa, va pdevl trav ém- 
oxotrray é&f amd Todews pixpas eis Erépay Tomy peOloracbar 

1 On Tilius, cf. vol. i. p. 358. * Cf. vol. i. p. 375, note 5. 
37. i. p. 482 sqq. | 
4 Sec. v. Printed in Mansi, t. vi. p. 1141 sqq., and in the Ballerini edition 

of the works of Leo the Great, t. iii. p. 518 sqq. 
6 In Mansi, t. iii. p. 22 sqq. ; Hard, i. p. 635 sqq. 
* In Mansi, t. iii. p. 80 sqq. ; Hard. lc. 
7 Cf. Ballerin. edit. Opp. S. Leonis M., t. iii. p. xxxiii. n. v. 
8 In the Greek text three canons are wanting which the Latin has, and vice 

versa in the latter two canons are wanting which the Greek text has ; and that 
from their having exclusive reference to the Thessalonian Church. 
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) yap Ths aitias TavTns mpopacns pavepd eos, bv Hy Ta ToL- 
abra éruyeipeirar: ovdeis yap mamote evpeOfvat éemioKxorroy 
SeSvvntar, bs ard pelfovos modews eis Cdayvototépay mode 
éorroviace petaorivat, S0ev ouvéctnxe Suarripm meovetlas 
tpom@ tnrexxaicoOat Tovs Towvrous Kal padrov TH ddratovela 
SouvrNevew, Srrws éeEovciay Soxoiev peiLova xexrnocOar. ei Tract 
Tolvuy TodTO apeoKEL, DOTE THY TOLAUTNY TKALOTNTA avaTNpOTEpoOY 
éxducnOjvat ; jyodpas yap pnde rNaixadv eyew rods Tovwvrous 
Kphvat Kowwviay’ wayres ot érlocotres elroy Apécxet Tract. 

“Qsius episcopus dixit: Non minus mala consuetudo, quam 
| perniciosa corruptela funditus eradicanda est, ne cui liceat 
episcopo de civitate sua ad aliam transire civitatem. Manifesta 
est enim causa, qua hoc facere tentant, cum nullus in hac re 
inventus sit episcopus, qui de majore civitate ad minorem 
transiret. Unde apparet, avaritie ardore eos inflammari, et 
ambitioni servire, et ut dominationem agant. Si omnibus 
placet, hujusmodi pernicies sevius et austerius vindicetur, ut 
nec laicam communionem habeat, qui talis ot Responderunt 
universi: Placet.” 

We see at a glance that this canon is nothing more than a 
severer rendering of the fifteenth canon of Nicea, which, 
indeed, also forbade the translation from one See to another, 

but in no wise inflicted the heavy punishment of the denial 
even of lay communion * (the placing among public penitents). 
Van Espen, who has given a good commentary’ on the canons 
of Sardica, as on those of other synods, remarks that “already, 

some years before the Synod of Sardica, Pope Julius (in his 
letter before mentioned)* reproached the Eusebians with 
their frequent change of place, and their hunting after 
wealthier Sees ;” and in all probability this canon was pur- 
posely drawn up with reference to the Eusebians.* The first 
part of the same canon was received in the Corpus Jur. Can. 
c. ix., “ De Clericis non residentibus ” (iii. 4). 

1 Cf. Kober, Deposition, 1867, p. 68 sq. ; 
3 Commentarius in Canones et Decreta juris veteris ac novi, etc., Colon. 1755, 

fol. p. 265 sqq. 
3 Cf. supr. p. 54. 
“Cf. Tetbinger Theol. Quartalschrift, 1825, p. 19. 
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CaN, 2. 

"Ootos erricxotos eirrev’ Ei S€ tis Towdtos etpioxotto pavi- 
w@dns 4 ToAuNpos, ws Trepd TOV ToLovTwY So-as Tia Pépery Trapat- 
tnotw, SvaBeBatovpevoy aro tod mAnOovs éavTov Kexouicbas 
ypappata, Sirov eotw, odbyous Twas SeduvijcOat picOd xal 
teunpat, SiapOapévtas dy TH exxAnola cracrdlew, as Si0ev 
afvodytas Tov adtov eyew érioxotoy xabdrra€ oby tas padiovp- 
ylas Tas tovavTas Kat Téyvas KoraoTéas elvat voulfw, doTe 
pndéva tovodtov pnde év Te Tére AaiKns yoor akwiaba xo- 
povias eb tolvuy apéoxes 7 yvoun attn, amoxpivacbe: atrexpl- 
vavto' Ta rexOévta jpecey, = 

“QOsius episcopus dixit: Etiam si talis aliquis exstiterit 
temerarius, ut fortassis excusationem afferens asseveret, quod 

populi literas acceperit, cum manifestum sit, potuisse paucos 
premio et mercede corrumpi, eos, qui sinceram fidem non 
habent, ut clamarent in ecclesia et ipsum petere viderentur 
episcopum ; omnino has fraudes damnandas esse arbitor, ita 
ut nec laicam in fine communionem talis accipiat. Si vobis 
omnibus placet, statuite. Synodus respondit: Placet.” 

The addition in the Latin text, qui sinceram fidem non 
habent, is found both in Dionysius Exiguus and in Isidore 
and the Prisca, and its meaning is as follows: “ In a town, 

some few, especially those who have not the true faith, can 
be easily bribed to demand this or that person as bishop.” 
The Fathers of Sardica plainly had here in view the Arians 
and their adherents, who, through such like machinations, 
when they had gained over, if only a small party in a town, 
sought to press into the bishoprics. The Synod of Antioch, 
moreover, in 341, although the Eusebians, properly speaking, 
were dominant there, had laid down in the twenty-first 
canon a similar, only less severe, rule.’ It is to be observed 
also, that in the Isidorian collection this second canon is not 
separated from the first and counted as the second. In 
Corpus Juris Canon. c. 2, “De Electione” (i 6), it has 
the further addition, nisi hoc paenituertt, 1.2. “such an one 
shall not, on his deathbed, receive even lay communion, except 
he has repented of his fault.” But neither the Greek text, 

1 Cf. above, page 72, and Quartalechrift, p. 20; Van Espen, Lc. 
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Dionysius, Isidore, nor the Prisca, contain this additional miti- 

gating clause; and it was probably added by Raymund of 
Pennaforte, when he was collecting the decretals, in order to 

conform the canon to the later practice in this respect.’ 

Can. 3. 

"Ootos éricxoros ele Kat rodto mpocteOjvat avaryxaioy, 
iva pmodeis emicxoTav amd ris éavtov érapyias eis érépay 
érrapylay, év 3 Tuyydvoveww bytes érioxotro, StaBalyn, ef prot 
Tapa Tav adeddov tov éavTod KrANOetn, Sid TO per) Soxeiv Hpas 
Tas Tis aydirns atroxNelew Todas. 

Kai roiro 5 mcavtws tpovonréoy date éay Ev tive érrapyla 
ericxoTay Tis dvTikpus adeAhov éavTod Kal cuverrtaKoTroU 
Tpaypa oxoin, wndérepov ex TovTwY amo érépas émapyias emic- 
KoTrous émrvyv@povas érucadeio Oat. 

Ei 8é dpa tis émioxormay ey tur mpdypatt Sofy xataxpi- 
veoOat cal irokapBaver éavrov yn cabpdy adda Kadrov Exe 
To Tpaypa, va nar adlis 7 Kpiots avavewOR cf Soxet Kpav TH 
ayarn, Ilétpov rod amooroAou thy pynnv Tijowpey Kat 
ypagdivas Tapa Tovrwy Tay Kpwdvrov ‘Iovdip Te ericxoTre 
“Paépns, dote Sia tev yeTvovTeY TH érapyia érioKoTrwD, Et 
Séot, dvavewOnvar To Sixactypioy Kat ervyvmpovas abros Trapdc- 
xo eb 88 pn) cvoThvat Suvatat towdroy avrod elvat To Tpaypa, 
@S Tadwoixlas xpntew, ta ataE Kexpiyuéva pr) dvadrvecOas, ta 
be dvra BéBasa trvyydvew. 

“Qsius episcopus dixit : Illud quoque necessario adjiciendum 
est, ut episcopi de sua provincia ad aliam provinciam, in qua 
sunt episcopi, non transeant, nisi forte a fratribus suis invitati, 
ne videamur januam claudere caritatis. Quod si in aliqua 
provincia aliquis episcopus contra fratrem suum episcopum 
litem habuerit, ne unus e duobus ex alia provincia advocet 

episcopum cognitorem.' Quod si aliquis episcoporum judicatus 
fuerit in aliqua causa, et putat se bonam causam habere, ut 
iterum concilium renovetur: si vobis placet, Sancti Petri 
apostoli memoriam honoremus, ut scribatur ab his, qui causam 
examinarunt, Julio Romano episcopo, et si judicaverit reno- 
vandum esse judicium, renovetur et det judices; si autem 

' Van Espen, l.c. p. 266. 7 
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probaverit, talem causam esse, ut non refricentur ea, que acta 
sunt, quse decreverit confirmata erunt. Si hoc omnibus placet ? 
Synodus respondit: Placet.” 

As is evident, the contents of this canon are divided into 

three parts, and the collection of Isidore has indeed made three 
different canons of it,—a second, third, and fourth—while 

Dionysius and the Prisca, in accordance with the Greek text, 
comprise all three parts in one. 

The first clause, or the first rule of our canon, is a repeti- 

tion of the thirteenth Antiochian, which, as being both clearer 
and more circumstantial, may be used as a commentary 
on it. Both direct that no bishop shall go into another 
Church province for the purpose of performing any spiritual 
office, especially that of ordination, unless he is called upon 
to do so by the metropolitan and the bishops of that province ; 
in which case it shall, however, be allowed, “that it may not 

appear as if the Synod wished to cut off from the bishops the 
opportunity of rendering each other any service of love.” 
Thus the last words of the first part are to be under- 
stood: dua 7rd pn Soxeiy quads tas THs a@yamns datroKNeleww 
muhas: ne videamus januam claudere caritatis ; but not 
as Fuchs’ translated them: “otherwise peace and love will 
be disturbed,” that is, if any one interferes in a strange pro- 
vince. 

Instead of in qua sunt episcopi, a Roman codex reads: in 
qua non sunt episcop, thus giving the synodal order this mean- 
ing, that “a bishop should not perform any spiritual office in 
a strange province, even if that province has no bishops of its 
own.” This reading, which is not supported by the Greek 
or the other Latin manuscripts, nor by the Greek commenta- 
tors, Zonaras, etc., is defended by Van Espen,’ although it 
contradicts the further words of the canon: “unless he is 
called upon by his brethren,” 7.¢. the bishops of the pro- 
vince in question, as appears from the thirteenth canon of 
Antioch. In order to do away with this contradiction, Van 
Espen quite gratuitously interprets the latter words thus: 
“unless he is called by his brethren to become bishop of this 
hitherto unoccupied province.” 

1 Fuchs, lc. p. 106. 2 Van Espen, l.c. p. 266. 

. I H 
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The second part of the canon is connected with the fifth 
of Nica, which also directs that the quarrels of the bishops 
in the province itself shall be decided by the Provincial 
Synod, without the assistance of foreign bishops. This true 
meaning, however, is altered by some Latin translations in 
the collection of Dionysius, especially in that printed by 
Justellus, where, instead of ne unus, stands unus, without the 

negation, which so alters the sense, as to make it in direct 
contradiction to the whole ancient law of the Church. 

The third part of the canon makes, in one instance, an 
exception to the above rule (the second),—~e, that the right 
of judging a bishop belonged to the comprovincial bishops,— 
as it provides a court of second appeal to revise the sentence 
of the comprovincial bishops of the court of first appeal. This 
clause, however, and the two following canons connected with 
it, concerning appeals to Rome, have been, up to our day, the 

subject of violent controversies between canonists; and there- 
fore we before ventured to publish the result of our studies 
on these subjects in the Zabinger Quartalschrift, of the year 
1852. 

The meaning of this direction is: “If a bishop is con- 
demned (that is, deposed, as appears from the fourth canon), 
but thinks his case a good one, so that a fresh sentence ought 
to be pronounced,’ then, out of respect to the memory of the 
Apostle Peter, a letter shall be addressed to Rome to Pope 
Julius, so that, if necessary, he may appoint a new court 

1 Instead of xpioss, judicium, as Isidore and the Prisca rightly have it, 
Dionysius reads concilium, which gives this meaning: ‘‘so that a fresh Council 
should take place.” Still this does not affect the chief point. 

* According to the Greek text, and that of Dionysius, those who had pro- 
nounced the first judgment were to write to Rome; and Fuchs (Lc. p. 107) 
rightly adds, that they were to do this at the desire of the condemned. But, 
according to Isidore and the Prisca, the right or the duty of bringing the affair 
before Rome, also belonged to the neighbouring bishops. I believe that the 
last interpretation has only arisen through a mistake, from a comment belonging 
to the next sentence being inserted in the wrong place, of which we shall again 
speak in the following note. It only remains to be remarked here, that Isidore 
and the Prisca have not the name Julio, and that its insertion has given occa- 
sion to the Gallicans for an hypothesis, of which we shall speak later. But 
Hardouin’s conjecture, that instead of Julio, perhaps tli may be read, is entirely 
gratuitous, contrary to the Greek text, and plainly only a stratagem against the 
Gallicans. 
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composed of the bishops near the province in question, and 
may himself appoint the judges.’ If it is not proved, how- 
ever, that the affair requires a fresh inquiry,’ then the first 
sentence (of the Provincial Synod) shall not be annulled, but 
shall be confirmed by the Pope.”* 

The further examination of this canon and of the disputes 

1The Greek text does not say expressly who had to decide as to the necessity 
of a fresh investigation ; but the Latin of Dionysius does so, and assigns the deci- 
sion to the Pope. This difference is, however, of no importance ; for clearly he, 

to whom they had written on the subject, i.e. the Pope, must decide on this 
point. Cf. the treatise (by Herbst) concerning the Council of Sardica, in the 
Tiibinger Theol. Quarialechrift, 1825, p. 23. The rule that the Pope was to 
constitute the court of second appeal of those bishops who were near the Church 
province in question, is expressly contained in the Greek text, but is wanting in 
the Latin, in Dionysius, as well as in Isidore and the Prisca, who only generally 
remark that the Pope had to name the judges of the court of second appeal. 
Now, if we assume that already in early times a reader of the Latin text observed 
this omission, and by use of the Greek text put in the margin of his copy, 
after the words judicium renovetur, the words ab aliis (or illis) episcopis qui in 
provincia proxima morantur, then this gloss might easily, by a later copyist, 
have been inserted too soon by one line in the text. Thus it came to pass that 
the Prisca and Isidore, who in general harmonize far more with each other than 
with Dionysius, accepted this addition, and placed it in a context, where it 
would mean that ‘‘ the bishops of the neighbouring provinces might also write 
to Rome” (see preceding note) ; while Dionysius never accepted this gloss. 

? Again, the Greek text, deos not say who had to decide on this point, as does 
the Latin: si autem probaverit (scil. Papa). This, however, is explained by 
what has been said above. No difference exists as to the fact, for, according to 
the context of the whole canon, this,decision could belong to no other than the 
Pope. Cf. Tiibing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1825, p. 24. 

3 The difference existing in this passage between the Greek and Latin text 
does not alter the sense, for the Latin text also says clearly : ‘“‘If the Pope 
decides to abide by the judgment of the court of first appeal, then the decision 
shall hold good.” Under such circumstances we cannot see how it could have 
been supposed that the Latin text had here been falsified in the interest of 
Rome, in Isidore and the Prisca, because it there stands: que decreverit 
Romanus episcopus, confirmata erunt. Cf. Quartalschrift, 1825, p. 24 aq. ; 
Van Espen, ic. p. 267; also Fuchs, lc. p. 107. In truth, the Latin text 

' plainly does not here attribute more right to the Pope than does the Greek ; for 
the decreverit Romanus episcopus here simply refers to the decision that no new 
inquiry should take place. Cf. Palma, Prelect. Hist. Eccl. in Collegio Urbano, 
1838, t. i. P. ii pp. 92, 93. Neither must we understand before the verb 
decreverit, which in Dionysius stands without any subject, Synodus Provincialis, 
as Van Espen thinks (p. 267), but Pontifex Romanus ; for the decision, according 
to the Greek text, as well as the Latin of Isidore and the Prisca, belongs to no 
other than the Pope. 
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regarding ‘it, will only be possible to us when we have first 
made clear the meaning of the two next canons. We remark, 
further, that Gratian also has received it into the Corp. Jur. 
Can. i. 7, causa vi. queest. 4. 

Can. 4. 

Tavéévrus éricnoros etre’ Ei S0xet, avayxaioy mpooreOivas 
TavTy TH atoddcet, Hvrwa aydrns eidixpiwods wAnpyn é€e- 
wivoxyas, date ay Tis errloxoTros xabatpeOg TH Kpices TovTwY 
Tov émuoxoToy tov éy yetvia Tuyyavovtey, Kal ddoKn madu 
éaur@ drodoylas mpaypa eriBddrew, pt) wpoTepov eis THY 
xabéspay avtod érepov Uroxatacrivas, édy pi o THs ‘Pwpaiwy 
émloxotros étrvyvous Twept Tovrou Gpoy ékevéynn. 

“Gaudentius episcopus dixit: Addendum si placet huic 
septentie, quam plenam sanctitate protulisti, ut cum aliquis 
episcopus depositus fuerit eorum episcoporum judicio, qui in 
vicinis locis commorantur, et proclamaverit agendum sibi 
negotium in urbe Roma; alter episcopus in ejus cathedra post 
appellationem ejus, qui videtur esse depositus, omnino non 
ordinetur, nisi causa fuerit in judicio episcopi Romani deter- 
minata.” 

This canon, proposed by Gaudentius, Bishop of Naissus in 
Dacia, according to the Greek literally runs thus: “ Bishop 
Gaudentius said: ‘If pleasing to you, it shall be added to 
this judgment, which you, Hosius, have brought forward, and 
which is full of pure love, that if a bishop has been deposed 
by sentence of those bishops who are in the neighbourhood, 
and he desires again to defend himself, no other shall be 
appointed to his See until the Bishop of Rome has judged 
and decided thereupon.’” In all essentials the Latin text of 
Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca agree with this; but, con- 

cerning the explanation of the words of the text, two parties 
have arisen, in direct opposition to each other, one of which 
alone can be right, and this latter, armed with old and new 

arguments, shall first speak for itself. 
The preceding canon had declared that if a bishop, deposed 

by the Provincial Synod, desired a second appeal, Rome should 
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decide whether the demand should be granted or not. This 
decided, the further question necessarily arose, “ What should 
meanwhile be done with the bishop in question?” The 
natural answer was, that, “until the new decision, he may, on 

his part, undertake no episcopal function ; but neither may any 
other be appointed to his See.” This answer was so natural, 
that it might perhaps have appeared superfluous to state it 
expressly in a special canon, if it had not been that a few 
years before, at the Synod of Antioch, the Eusebians, although 
they themselves and Athanasius had appealed to Rome and 
demanded a second decision by a great synod, had appointed 
a new bishop, Gregory of Cappadocia, for Alexandria. In the 
face of these and other like facts, it was necessary to add: 
“but if a bishop deposed by the court of first appeal adopts 
the course indicated above (in can. 3), his See may not be 
given over to another until the Pope has either confirmed the 
sentence of the court of first appeal, or has instituted a 
second.” ‘We see that the connection of these two canons 
(three and four), the nature of the case, and the course of 
events (that which the Eusebians had done), render such an 
interpretation of the words of the text necessary, and in the 
words themselves there is nothing to compel us to adopt 
any other meaning. And yet this has several times been 
attempted ; first, indeed, simply and entirely through a mis- 

understanding of the words: “If he is deposed by the sen- 
tence Tav émicxdreyv trav ev yervla tuyxavovTwr, i.e. epis- 
coporum, gut in vicinis locis commorantur.” In our opinion, 
this means those bishops who were neighbours of the 
accused, that is, his comprovincials ; -but because the third 
canon speaks of bishops who are “neighbours” of the Province 
in question, many scholars have confused these two expres- 
sions, and have taken the word “neighbours” in the fourth 
canon also in the latter sense, and have therefore given it 
the following meaning: “Even if the court of second appeal, 
consisting of the bishops of the neighbouring province, has 
pronounced the accused guilty, he still has one more appeal 
to the court of third instance, namely Rome.” | 

Such a commentary upon the canon was given by the 
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Greeks, Zonaras and Balsamon ;' and among Latin scholars by 
the Ballerini? Van Espen,’ Palma,‘ Walter,’ and others; but 
especially by Natalis Alexander, who, in this whole question, 
rather agrees with the Curialists than with the Gallicans.® 

But in spite of these many authorities we cannot accept 
the fourth canon in the second sense, but can only understand 
it in the first. It must be added to the reasons before men- 
tioned (7.e. the connection with the preceding canon, the course 
of events, etc.) : 

1. That it certainly would be very curious if in the third 
canon mention was made of the appeal to Rome as following 
the judgment of the court of first instance ; in the fourth, 
after that of the court of second instance; and again in the 
fifth, after the judgment of the court of first instance. 

2. That if the Synod had really intended to institute a 
court of third appeal, it would have done so in clearer and 
more express: terms, and not only have, as it were, smuggled 
in the whole point with the secondary question, as to “ what 
was to be done with the bishop’s See.” 

3. Further, that it is quite devoid of proof that the ex- 
pression “neighbouring bishops” is identical with “ Bishops 
in the neighbourhood of the said Province ;” that, indeed, this 
identification is throughout unwarrantable and wrong, and 
it is far more natural to understand by the neighbouring 
bishops, the comprovncas, therefore the court of first 
instance. 

4, That by this interpretation we obtain clearness, con- 
sistency, and harmony in all three canons. 

5. That the word mddw in the fourth canon presents no 
difficulty ; for even one who has only been heard in the court 
of first instance may say he desires again to defend himself, 
because he has already made his first defence in the court of 
first instance. 

1 In Bevereg. Synodicon sive Pandecta, t. i. p. 487-489. 
* §. Leonis M. Opp. ed. Baller., t. ii. p. 950. 
3 Van Espen, l.c. p. 268. * Palma, l.c. pp. 89, 92. 
+ Walter, Kirchenrecht, 11th edition, p. 84, note 27. 
© Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. diss. 28, propos. ii. p. 464, ed. Venet. 1778. 



THE SARDICAN CANONS. 119 

Peter de Marca,’ Tillemont,? Dupin, Fleury,* Remi Ceillier,’ 
Neander,’ Stolberg,’ Eichhorn,’ Kober,’ and others, understand 
the fourth canon in the same sense as ourselves; while some, 

like Fuchs,'° Rohrbacher,” Ruttenstock,” etc. do not enter into 
any discussion about its meaning. Finally, we remark that 
this explanation does not the least affect the right of appealing 
to the Pope, and we shall presently show the untenableness 
of the Gallican argument against this right from the Sardican 
canons. 

Can. 5.8 

“Oows értaxoros elev *"Hpece, ir’ ef tig ériaxoros Katay- 
yerGeln, xat cuvabpoibévres of éerricxotros THs évopias THs 

> A a aA > \N > 4 \ @ lA 
aurns tod Babyod avroy atroxivncwot, Kal Botrep exxadecdpevos 

Katapuyn émt tov paxapudtaroy tis ‘Pwpyaiwy éxxdnolas 
énisxotrov, xat Bovanbeln avrovd Siaxotcat, Sixavov te elvas 
vopion avavewoacGa: avrod thy e&éracty Tov mpdypatos, ypa- 
dey TovTos Tos cuveToKOTrOLs KaTatiMon Tois ayXLTTEvoUCE 

a 3 U ? A b Th erapyia, va abrol émipedas nal peta axpiBelas exaota 
Stepevvjowot cai Kata thy Tis adyOelas wiaTw ihov tept 
Tov mpaypatos e€eveyxwow, ef 5é Tis aEtav Kal Taw avToU 
TO TWpaypa axovobyvas, xa TH Senoe TH EavtTod Tov ‘Paopalov 
érioxotroy Sokeev [xuvelv Soy tv’ aro] aro tod idiov mAevpov 
mpeaButépous amocreinot, elva ev TH eEovcla avrod Tob émtc- 
komrou, Strep dy xaras eyew Soxipdon nal oplon Seiv, arocra- 
Ajvat Tos META TOY emioKoTTOY KpLWobYTas, ExovTas TE THY 
aideyriay tovrou wap’ ob dmeotdAnoay’ Kal rovro Oeréop. et Se 

' De Concordia Sacerdotii et Imp. lib. vii. cap. iii. n. 10. 
? Mémoires, etc., t. viii. in the treatise of S. Athanasius, art. 50, p. 48, ed. 

Brux. 1732. 
* De Antiqua Ecclesia Disciplina, diss. ii. § iii. p. 86, ed. Magunt 1788. 
‘ Fleury, Hist. Eccl. Livre xii. § 39. 
® Histoire Générale, etc., t. iv. p. 684. 
* Neander, Kirchengeschichte, vol. iii. 2d ed. p. 348. 
7 Stolberg, Geach. des Relig. Jesu, vol. x. p. 489. 9. His words, ‘‘In such a 

case,” show plainly that he, like us, referred the canon to the appeal after the 
first sentence. 

* Eichhorn, Kirchenreché, vol. i. p. 71. 
® Kober, Deposition, etc., p. 390. 10 Fuchs, lc. p. 108. 
" Rohrbacher, Histoire universelle de 'église, t. vi. p. 310. 

 Ruttenstock, /netit. Hist. Eccl. t. ii., ete., 128. 
3 Can. 7 in Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca. 
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éEapxeiy voulon mpos THv TOU Mpdyparos émiyvwow Kal da7ro- 
gacw tod émioxorroy, tromoe Strep dy TH euppoverrary avrod 
Boury Karas exew Sofy. daexpivavro of émloxono Ta 
Nex Gévra tpecev. 

“QOsius episcopus dixit: Placuit autem, ut si episcopus 
accusatus fuerit et judicaverint congregati episcopi regionis 
ipsius, et de gradu suo eum dejecerint, si appellaverit qui 
dejectus est, et confugerit ad episcopum Romane Ecclesizx et 
voluerit se audiri: si justum putaverit, ut renovetur judicium 
(vel discussionis examen), scribere his episcopis dignetur, qui in 
finitima et propinqua provincia sunt,’ ut ipsi diligenter omnia 
requirant et juxta fidem veritatis definiant. Quod si is, qui 
rogat causam suam iterum audiri, deprecatione sua moverit epis- 
copum Romanum, ut de latere suo presbyterum mittat, erit in 
potestate episcopi, quid velit et quid sestimet; et si decreverit 
mittendos esse, qui presentes cum episcopis judicent, habentes 
ejus auctoritatem a quo destinati sunt, erit in suo arbitrio. 
Si vero crediderit episcopos sufficere, ut negotio terminum 
imponant, faciet quod sapientissimo consilio suo judicaverit.” 

The meaning is: “Ifa bishop deposed by his comprovin- 
cials (the bishops of the same region) has appealed to Rome, 
and the Pope considers a fresh examination necessary, then 
he (the Pope) shall write to the bishops living nearest the 
province in question, that they may thoroughly investigate 
the matter, and give sentence in accordance with the truth. 
But if the appellant can induce the Bishop of Rome’ to send 
priests of his own to constitute, with the appointed bishops, 
the court of second instance, and thereby to enjoy the authority 
belonging to himself (the Pope),—z.. to preside in the court, 
as even the Gallican Marca allows to be the meaning,’—it 
shall be open to the Pope to do so. But should he think 
the bishops* alone sufficient for this court of appeal, he shall 
do what seems to him good.” 

1 The Greek text has reis dyyuerstoues 5 iwepzig ; the Latin, “qui in finitima 

et propinqua provincia sunt,” —which is no important difference. 
* According to Mansi’s proposed correction of the text, which we have already 

inserted. 
3 De Concord. Sacerd. et Imp. lib. vii. c. 3, § 11, p. 1001. 
4 Instead of rev iwiexéaov we should probably read ods iniexéwous, ac. Wapusis. 

Cf. Tithing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1825, p. 26, note xx. 
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A comparison of this canon’ with the third part of the 
third canon shows that it only gives a more accurate exposi- 
tion of the earlier one, and more precisely defines the method 
of conducting the appeal. First, if in the third canon it is 
only said that the judges of the first court may refer the 
matter to Rome, this canon supplements it by saying that the 
accused bishop also may himself appeal to Rome. Secondly, 
for completeness’ sake, what was, however, a matter of course, 
is added: that in case the Pope summoned bishops of the 
neighbouring province to the court of second instance, he 
should give them notice by letter. But it is an entirely new 
and essential modification of the third canon, that the Pope 
should not only have the power of adding some Roman 
priests to the court of second instance, but of authorizing 

these legates to preside at it. 
Clear as the meaning of those three canons may seem 

after what has been said, yet a violent controversy has arisen 
between the Gallican and Curialist theologians, in which 
neither party regarded the text from a quite impartial point 
of view, but each sought chiefly to make capital out of it, for 
their own particular system of canon law. 

The first question which arose was to this effect, whether 
the rights ascribed to the Pope in these canons had been 
newly given to him by the Synod of Sardica, when he had not 
possessed them at all before. This was affirmed by the 
Gallicans ; for instance, by Peter de Marca,’ Quesnel,’ Du-Pin,‘ 
Richer, and others, as also by Febronius® and his followers. 
It seems to me that. Natalis Alexander,’ though himself a 
Gallican, and after him the Ballerini,®» Palma’ Roskovany ” 

1 Also received into the Corp. Jur. Can. c. 36, causa il. 9. 6. 
2 De Concord., etc., lib. vii. c. 8, § 6. 
3 Cf. Ballerin. Observ. in Part i. diss. v. ; Quesnelli, in their edition of the 

works of Leo, t. ii. p. 951. 14. 
4Du-Pin, De Antiqua Eccles. Discipl. diss. ii. c. 1, sec. 3, p. 86 sq. ed. 

Magunt. 
§ Richer, Hist. Concil. General, lib. i. c. 8, sec. 4, p. 98, ed. Colon. 
* Febron. De Statu Eccles. cap. 5, secs. 5, 6. 
7 Nat. Alex. Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. diss. 28, propos. i. p. 461 sqq. 
8 Ballerin. ed. Opp. d. Leonia, t. ii. p. 947 sqq., and especially p. 978 sqq. 
® Palma, l.c. pp. 86-89. 
10 Roskovany, De Primatu Rom. Pont. Auguste Vindel 1834, pp. 191, 195. 
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(now Bishop of Neutra in Hungary), and others, have con- 
clusively shown that this was not the case, but rather that 
the right of the Pope to receive appeals was involved in the 
idea of the Primacy as a divine institution, and had in fact 
been exercised before the Synod of Sardica, which only 
expressly defined and declared it. The formula, s2 placet, 
has not here the meaning often ascribed to it by synods, 2. 
“if pleasing to you, we will introduce a new thing,”—in 
dogmatic expressions such a meaning would indeed be 
heterodox,—but: “if pleasing to you, we will declare and 
pronounce’ this or that.” In like manner, in the words of the 
third canon: Sancti Petri Apostoli memoriam honoremus, there 
is no good ground for supposing that the Synod had here 
conferred upon the Pope an entirely new right; for every 
direct acknowledgment even of an ancient papal mght is 
always made out of reverence to S. Peter, as the person upon 
whom the primacy was conferred by Christ. Moreover, this 
right of appealing to Rome was not universally acknowledged 
at the time of the Synod of Sardica; on the contrary, the 
Eusebians themselves had only recently disputed this preroga- 
tive with Pope Julius? and they also plainly call it in 
question, in their Encyclical from Philippopolis, in the words : 
ut Orientales episcopi, etc. 

The second controversy as to the meaning of this canon 
was again occasioned by the Gallicans through the assertion 
of the well-known syndic of the Sorbonne, Edmund Richer, 
that as in the third canon Pope Julius was expressly 
mentioned, therefore the prerogative there spoken of was 
assigned to this Pope only in his own person, and not to his 
successors. This has been well refuted by the famous 
Protestant, Spittler, in these words: “It is said that these 
Sardican decisions were simply provisional, and intended for 
the present necessity; because Athanasius, so hardly pressed 

1Cf. Nat. Alex. U.c. p. 463 a: ‘‘ Mos enim solemnis est veteribus conciliis, 
cum antiquas Ecclesis consuetudines legesque non scriptas renovant, illas 
proponere, quasi de novo instituerint,”’ etc. 

2 Cf. the Pope’s letter in Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. c. 22, 28, 25. Cf. 
above, page 54. 

3 Cf. below, sec. 67. 
* Richer, Hist. Conc. General, lib. i. c. 8, sec. 4, p. 90. 
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by the Arians, could only be rescued by authorizing an appeal 
to the Bishop of Rome for a final judgment. Richer, in his 
History of the General Councils, has elaborately defended this 
opinion, and Horix’ also has declared in its favour. But 
would not all secure use of the canons of the Councils be 
done away with if this distinction between provisional and 
permanent synodal decisions were admitted? Is there any 
sure criterion for distinguishing those canons which were only 
to be provisional, from the others which were made for all © 
future centuries? The Fathers of the Synod of Sardica 
express themselves quite generally; is it not therefore most 
arbitrary on our part to insert limitations? It is beyond 
question that these decisions were occasioned by the very 
critical state of the affairs of Athanasius; but is everything 
only provisional that is occasioned by the circumstances of 
individuals? In this way the most important of the ancient 
canons might be set aside.”” 

We further add, that in the fourth and fifth canons, which 

speak of the same prerogative of Rome, the Bishop of Rome 
generally is mentioned, not Pope Julius in particular; and 
secondly, that the Sardican Fathers, even if they had desired 
simply to help Athanasius, could not possibly have ensured 
their end by assigning that prerogative to Julius alone, as he 
might have died within a few months, and then could no 
longer have protected the oppressed. 

The third controversy touches the character of the preroga- 
tive which these canons ascribe to the Pope. The Gallicans, 
as also Van Espen and Febronius, maintain that no real 
appeal to Rome is there admitted, but that it only treats of a 
revision of the first sentence, and that only the right of 
ordering such a revision is assigned to the Pope.” That this 
was so, they proved from the fact that the judges of the court 
of first instance might also sit on the court of appeal, but 

' In Concordatis nationis German integris, etc., t. ii. p. 25, t. iii, pp. 129- 

77a Soltan in the treatise, ‘‘ Critical Examination of the Sardican Decisions,” 
first printed in Meusel’s Geschichisforscher, Part iv. Halle 1777; again, in 
Spittler’s Sémmilichen Werken, published by Karl Wiiehter, Part viii. p. 129 sq. 

3 Cf. Du-Pin, De Antiqua Eccl. Discipl. diss. ii. c. i. sec. 3, pp. 86, 88, ed. 
Magunt. 
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strengthened by bishops from another province.’ In fact, it 
is of the essence of a court of appeal that the judges of the 
first court should have no voice in it; that is, the appeal is a 
means of obtaining justice by devolution. If, then, it Were 
really true that the canons of Sardica allowed the judges of 
the first court to take part in the sentence pronounced by 
the second, this would certainly be no case of appeal. But 
it is not so; the- canons undeniably say quite the reverse, 
and plainly exclude the judges of the first court from the 
second, so that only great prejudice could have given mise to 
such a confusion, which had already been refuted by Natalis 
Alexander? the Ballerini,® Palma,‘ and others. The Gallicans, 
however, can only bring forward on their side Hincmar of 
Rheims,’ who has indeed fallen into the same error, but is not 
able to substantiate his view. 

The second feature in the character of an appeal is, that 
it acts suspensively, that is, that the former judges cannot 
proceed, nor the sentence of the first court be put in force, 
until the appeal is rejected, or the sentence of the second 
court is pronounced. But the fourth canon shows that the 
prerogative which these canons ascribe to the Pope bears also 
this mark of a true right of appeal Moreover, the fifth 
canon gives to these words, “to apply to the Pope,” the 
express title of an appeal, éxxaXecayevos, appellavertt ; and 
lastly, the fact that the Pope was to appoint the judges of the 
second court, and send his own legates, plainly shows that this 
second court was really his own, not a foreign one, but one 
appointed by him,—a circumstance which points to a formal 
appeal, not only a revision. 

Having so far combated the Gallicans, we must now turn 
round upon the Curialists. First of all, this statement of 
Palma’s is incorrect: “Of the canons of Sardica, the most 

celebrated were those in quibus de appellationibus agitur, a 

1Cf. Van Espen, lc. p. 269; Marca, lc. sec. 14; Du-Pin, he. p. 90, ed. 
Magunt. 

7 Natal Alex. Hist. Hecl. sec. iv. diss, 28, propos. ii. p. 463 eqq. 
3 Le. p. 951 sqq. * Palma, Le. p. 92. 
5 That is, in the letter written by him in the name of Charles the Bald to 

Pope John wiu. Cf. Nat. Alex. Lc. p. 465a; Marca, ic. lib. vii. c. 3, sec. 
14, 
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quolibet Eypiscoporum judicio ad Romanum FPontificem de- 
ferendis.”1 This is not true. The canons of Sardica only 
speak of an appeal in one case, namely, when a bishop was 
deposed by his comprovincials ; other cases are not mentioned 
at all, and, as a glance at the text of the canons unquestion- 
ably shows, in all other cases the appeal is neither affirmed 
nor denied. 

The Ballerini and Palma further maintain that these canons 
also ascribe to the Pope the right of transferring the whole 
process, with its investigation, upon such an appeal being 
made, to Rome, and of himself deciding, therefore, without 
the presence of the neighbouring bishops? The canons 
nowhere say this; what they expressly insist upon is, that to 
the Pope belongs the appointment of a second court, for 
which he is to designate bishops from the neighbouring 
province, but may also appoint legates of his own. Even 
when in those three canons a decision of Rome is spoken 
of in general terms only, as for instance at the end of the 
fourth, this cannot be understood in a sense favourable to 

Palma and the Ballerini; for the true meaning is, that the 
Pope alone, and in his own person, decides whether the 
appeal shall be allowed, and a second judgment ordered or 
not. In this last case he confirms the sentence of the first 
court; in the other, he orders the second investigation ; but 
that he himself, instead of the court appointed by him, should 
conduct the investigation of the second court, is nowhere 
said. Further on, indeed, at the end of the fifth canon, these 

words occur: “The Pope shall do what seems to him good ;” 
but neither by this are we to understand that the Pope 
should himself conduct the second investigation, but that he 
should decide whether or not to send his own legates to the 
court of appeal. 

There remains one more point on which I cannot agree with 
the Ballerini and Palma® They have conceded to the Galli- 

1 Palma, lJ.c. p. 86. Palma repeats the same in somewhat different words in 
p. 91: de quibuslibet ecclesiasticis judiciis, in quibus ad eum (the Pope) fuerit 
appellatum. 

2 Ballerini, J.c. pp. 950, 951 ; Palma, lc. p. 93. 
> Opp. S. Leonis, t. ii. pp. 947-950; Palma, lc. pp. 88, 89, 92. 
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cans that the third canon does not speak of the actual appeal, 
but only of the revision, and that the appeal is first treated 
of in the fourth and fifth canons.’ The first ground for this 
concession is their embarrassment as to the words: Si vobis 
placet, Sancts Petri Apostoli memoriam honoremus. They 
were of opinion that these words meant that a prerogative 
was here granted to the Pope which he had not de jure, but 
only as a matter of courtesy, and therefore that this preroga- 
tive could not be the right of appeal which was juris divint. 
They said, therefore, that a fresh examination of the complaint, 

that is, a revision, might have taken place at a new and 
greater synod, even without the papal intervention, as is 

clear from the fourteenth Antiochian canon; but that the 
Synod of Sardica had also in this case given to the Pope the 
power of intervention, in order that the revision might more 
surely take place. I believe, however, that this expedient is 
unnecessary: the words memoriam ... honoremus are, as 
we showed above,” in nowise so dangerous; while the third 

and fifth canons agree so well together, that if in the latter a 
real appeal is meant, then the former must have the same 
meaning. The fifth canon treats of the sentence of the first 
court of comprovincials as does the third canon.’ The fifth 
canon, like the third, treats of the appeal from it to the Pope. 
In the fourth canon the Pope appoints bishops from the 
neighbouring province as judges in the second court, as in 
the third canon. And yet they say that the fifth canon 
speaks of a real appeal, and not the third, simply because, 
according to the fifth canon, the condemned bishop himself de- 
mands the interposition of Rome, while, according to the third, 
this is done by the judges of the first court at the desire of 
the bishop! This is not credible. Besides this, the appeal 
of Palma‘ and the Ballerini to the fourteenth Antiochian 

canon is most infelicitous. First, because that canon only 
allows a second investigation in case of the judges of the first 

’ Walter takes the same view in his Kirchenrechi, 11th edition, p. 34, 
note 27, which accepts without alteration, and exhibits very clearly, the results 
of the Ballerini’s examination. 

2 Cf. supr. pp. 122, 123. ? Palma, J.c. p. 90, expressly says this. 
4 Palma, l.c. p. 88. 
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court (the comprovincials) being divided among theinselves, 
while in the case of their being unanimous, the fifteenth 
canon of Antioch expressly forbids it. On the other hand, 
the Sardican canon allows the right of appeal in all cases, 
and therefore in the case of the sentence of the first court 
having been given unanimously. Thus the Sardican canon 
allows what the Antiochian canon forbids, and it is wrong to 
conclude that a second investigation was already sanctioned 
by the fourteenth Antiochian canon. Secondly, according to 
the fourteenth Antiochian canon, the court of appeal was 
again to consist of the comprovincial bishops, ie. of the 
same judges as the first court, with only the addition of a few 
foreign bishops. This second court ordered by the Antio- 
chian Synod is therefore quite different from that of which 
the Sardican canon treats; and consequently it is not correct 
to say that a second court of that description was already 
ordered by the Synod of Antioch. Moreover, thirdly, accord- 
ing to the third canon also, the Pope was not only to decide 
as to the necessity or not of a second court, but was himself 
to name the judges who were to form it, as in the fifth canon. 
Thus this second court, as we have before shown in refuting 
the Gallicans, was not to be a foreign one, but one appointed 
by the Pope, that is, his own court. 

The Ballerini and Palma have, besides, a still further reason 

for supposing the third canon net to refer to the actual 
appeal, and this lies in their interpretation of the fourth canon. 
As we showed just now,' they gave it this meaning, that 
even after the sentence of the second court of bishops from 
the neighbouring province, another appeal to Rome might take 
place, and that in this case the Pope alone should decide. 
But if they wanted to discover here an appeal after the 
sentence of the second court, they could not venture to inter- 
pret the third canon also of an actual appeal, or they would 
have been involved in the absurdity of two appeals to Rome, 
so that the Pope, having pronounced judgment in the second 
court, would have been again appealed to in the third court ; 
thus the appeal would have been from the Pope to himself. 

In order to avoid this, and not to abandon the meaning 

1 Cf. supr. p. 117. 
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given by themselves to the fourth canon, it was necessary for 
them not to recognise any actual appeal in the third canon. 
They were bent, however, on maintaining their explanation of 
the fourth canon, in order to gain some ground for the assertion 

that the Pope might also himself decide at Rome, since they, 
quite arbitrarily, interpreted the words already mentioned at 
the end of the fourth canon, édy pr) o ris ‘Popatoy érloxoros, 
«.7.»., in this way.’ 

To sum up then, we obtain the following result from these 
three canons :— 

1. When a bishop has been deposed by his comprovincials 
at the Provincial Synod, but still thinks his cause a good one, 
he may, according to the fifth canon, either appeal to Rome 
himself, or through the judges of the first court.* 

2. Rome now decides whether the appeal shall be allowed 
or not. In the latter case, it confirms the sentence of the 

first court; in the former, it appoints a second court.” 
3. Rome nominates as judges for the second court bishops 

from the neighbourhood of the province in question.‘ 
4. To this court the Pope may, however, also send legates 

of his own, who will then take the presidency in his name.° 
5. In case a bishop deposed by the first court appeals to 

Rome, his See may not be given to another until Rome has 
decided, that is, has either confirmed the sentence of the first 

court, or appointed a court of appeal.’ In the latter case it 
is, of course, understood that the sentence of the second court 

must be awaited before anything can be decided as to any 
fresh appointment to the See.’ 

Finally, we add (1) that, as is well known, Pope Zosimus, 
in the discussion with the African bishops on the affair of the 
presbyter Apiarius of Sicca (417~-418 a.D.), appealed to these 
Sardican decrees, holding them to be Nicene, and calling them 

so;® and (2) that, as is well known, the Church discipline 

1Cf. Palma, Lc. p. 93; Ballerini, l.c. p. 950, n. 10. * Canon 3. 
® Canon 3. * Canons 8 and 5. 6 Canon 5. ® Canon 4. 
TI could not obtain an ancient treatise concerning the Synod of Sardica in 

general, and the three canons just mentioned in particular, by Marchetti, Del 
Concilio di Sardica e de’ suoi Canoni st la forma de Giudizi Eeclesiastici, Rom. 
1788; but to judge from Marchetti’s other writings, the loss may not be great. 

* Cf. supr. vol. i. p. 856. 
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contained in the Sardican canons has in course of time been 
altered again, and the right of deposing a bishop, even in the 
first court, has been taken from the provincial synods, and 
entirely transferred to Rome as a causa major. We meet 
with this medieval alteration of the Sardican discipline, 
which was occasioned by the circumstances of the age, for 
the first time, in the Hincmar quarrels of the ninth century, 
concerning Rothad of Soissons and Hincmar the younger of 
Laon, and it found its full expression in the pseudo-Isidorian 
decrees," 

Can. 72 

"Oows érioxotos elrev "Edy cupBh ev pug érapyia, dv § 
wreloro. érioxoTos Tuyydvovow, &a énrloxoroy arropeivat, 
Kaxeiyos Kata twa apérecay pr BovrnO9 cuvedbeiv cal 
ovvatvécat TH Katactdoe Tay érucxotay, Ta 5é AON cuva- 
poobéyra tapaxadoley yiyvecOar tiv Katactacw Tod Tap’ 
airav émilyroupévou émisxotrov'’ yp mporepoy éxelvoy Tov 
évarropelvavta érrioxorrov MropevncKecOas Sia ypaypdrwy Tod 
éfdpyou Tis érapylas, Neyo &) Tob émicKorrou Tijs unTpoTroews, 
Gre akwot Ta mAnOn rrowpéva avrois Sobjvar ayotpat Karas 
éxewv cal rovrov éxdéyer Oat, iva trapayévntae’ ef 52 pt) Sid ypap- 
patoy afiwlels trapayévntat, unre pay avrvypdadot, 7d ixavov 
TH BovAnce Tod wAjOous yp yevécOas. 
Xp Sé rai peraxareiobar xal tovs amd rhs WANnTwyadpou 

érrapyias érrurxétrous mpos THY KaTaOTAC LW TOD THs UNTPOTTOAEWS 
erro KOTrou. 

My é€eivas 8¢ amas Kabiotay érlicxotoy ev Kaun twit 4 
Bpayela wone, Frive cal els povos mpecBvrepos emrapxel ovK 
ayayKaioy yap érurxotrous éxeice xablotracba, Wa pr) Katev- 
reritnras To Tov émixorrov Svoua Kat 4 avOevria, ad’ ot THs 
énapyias ws mmpoetzov émioxoro: éy TavTass Tals Trodeot Kabt- 
ordy émuoxorous dpeirovow, evOa nab mporepov érvyyavov ye- 
yovores érriaxomot ef Sé etiploxotto ottw wrnOvvovcd Tis ev 

'Cf. my treatise on pseudo-Isidore in the Tiibing. Theol. Quartalschrift, \ 
1847, pp. 641, 647, 653 sqq., 658 sqq., and the article: Hincmar of Rheims, | 
Hincmar of Laon, and pseudo-Isidore, in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer and 
Welte. 

2 In Dionysius and the Prisca 5 and 6, in Isidore 6. 

i. I 
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WOANG apg aod Toms, as d£lav airy Kal émioKoris 
voutterOat, AapBavéto. ci Taow apéoxes Toro; darexpwayto 

mavres ’Apéoxet. 
“Osius episcopus dixit: Si contigerit, in una provincia, in 

qua plurimi fuerint episcopi, unum forte remanere episcopum, 
ille vero per negligentiam noluerit (ordinare) episcopum, et 
populi convenerint, episcopi vicine provincia debent illum 
prius convenire episcopum, qui in ea provincia moratur, et 
ostendere, quod populi petant sibi rectorem, et hoc justum 
esse, ut et ipsi veniant, et cum ipso ordinent episcopum ; quod 
si conventus literis tacuerit et dissimulaverit nihilque rescrip- 
serit, satisfaciendum esse populis, ut veniant ex vicina pro- 
vincia episcopi et ordinent episcopum. 

“ Licentia vero dauda non est ordinandi episcopum aut in 
vico aliquo aut in modica civitate, cui sufficit unus presbyter, 
quia non est necesse ibi episcopum fieri, ne vilescat nomen 
episcopi et auctoritas. Non debent illi ex alia provincia in- 
vitati facere episcopum, nisi aut in his civitatibus, que epis- 
copos habuerunt, aut si qua talis aut tam populosa est civitas, 
que mereatur habere episcopum. Si hoc omnibus placet ? 
Synodus respondit: Placet.” - 

This canon is divided into two parts, distinguished by 
Dionysius and others completely from each other; the first 
of which, in the Greek text, has quite a different meaning 

from the Latin. The Greek text supposes the case of a 
province where there are.a great many bishops, of whom 
one remains behind, and from carelessness neglects to attend 
an election of a bishop in another part of the province where 
the people of the town desire a bishop. The question then 
is, Shall this wish be granted without delay, and the new 
bishop be appointed without awaiting the arrival of his absent 
colleague ? 

This the Synod forbids, probably because in the fourth Nicene 
canon the right of the bishops to take part in all episcopal 
elections in the province was already acknowledged. In order 
that this right of the absent bishop should not be prejudiced, 
the Synod orders that “ before steps are taken as to the choice 
of a bishop for the vacant See, the exarch of the province, <e. 
the bishop of the metropolis, shall intimate by letter to the absent 
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bishop that the people desire a pastor, that they shall wait a 
certain time to enable him to come; but if, after receiving this 
letter, he does not come or send any answer, the wishes of 
the people shall be complied with.” Appended to this is the 
further rule, which is entirely omitted in the Latin, that “ at 
the appointment of a metropolitan, the bishops of the neigh- 
bouring provinces shall also be invited ;” probably in order to 
give greater solemnity to the act.’ | 

The Latin text, which differs essentially, says: “If there is 
only one bishop left in a province where there were formerly 
many * (for instance, in consequence of a pestilence or war), 
and he neglects to consecrate any other bishop,’ but the 
people have ‘recourse to the bishops of the neighbouring 
province,‘ in order through them to obtain other bishops, these 
bishops must place themselves in communication with the 
sole remaining bishop of that province,” and represent to him 
that the people desire a shepherd and pastor; and then in 
union with him they shall consecrate a new bishop. If he, 
however, gives no answer to their letter, and thus refuses to 
take part in the consecration, they shall grant the wishes of 
the people, and perform it without him.” 

In this way our Latin text is interpreted by Van Espen, 
Christianus Lupus, and others; and the latter adds that, ac- 
cording to Flodoard’s History of the Church of Rheims, the 

1 The two old Greek scholiasts, Balsamon (in Bevereg. i. 490) and Aristenus 
(ibid. p. 492), have thus interpreted the text ; and of later writers, especially 
Van Espen, ic. p. 269 sq.; Tillemont (t. viii. p. 48), and Herbst (7%. 
Quartalechrift, 1825, p. 82). 

2 Instead of plurimi, one codex reads non plurimi. But although Hardouin 
(Collect. Concil. t. i. p. 642 ad marg.) declares the last reading to be by far the 
best, it is neither critically supported, nor calculated to remove the difficulties of 
interpretation. 

3 The ordinare, which is wanting in Dionysius, stands in Isidore and the 
Prisca. Moreover, as according to the fourth Nicene canon this single bishop 
might not consecrate any other,—for this, three bishops were needed,—the 
words must necessarily have this meaning: ‘‘If he from carelessness neglects 
himself to take the initiative, and to summon bishops from the neighbouring 
provinces for the consecration of new colleagues,” etc. 

4 In the Prisca it stands very similarly: Ht populk confugerint ad vicinos 

5 Convenire, sc. per literas. 
6 Flodoard, Geschichte der Rheimser Kirche (lib. iii. c. 20). 
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Gallican church also formerly acted upon the canon in this 
sense: This interpretation is also quite unmistakeably indi- 
cated in the text of the canon which Gratian received into the 
Corpus Juris. 

The meaning given to the canon by the old Greek scholiast 
Zonaras, occupies an intermediate place between the meaning 
of the Greek and the Latin text, as just defined. According 
to his view, it means: “If a province once numbered many 
bishops, but some are dead, others deposed, others absent, so 

that besides the metropolitan only one remains, and he 
neglects to be present at the consecration of new bishops, the 
metropolitan shall then summon him by letter; and if he still 
does not come, shall grant the wish of the people, and 
appoint a new bishop.”* In like manner does another Greek 
of the Middle Ages, Harmenopulus,‘ interpret the canon. 
Whether, in such case, the metropolitan might himself alone 
consecrate the new bishop, in contradiction to the fourth 
Nicene canon, Zonaras does not say; but Harmenopulus ex- 
pressly maintains this, and argues it from the To ixavoy, x.7.A. 

The old Latin translation of the Greek text which Maffei 
found in a codex at Verona’ has something quite peculiar to 
itself. It also gives the words: “If in a province only one 
bishop is left besides the metropolitan,” and therefore so far 
agrees with Zonaras. On the other hand, it interprets the fatal 
plurimt quite differently from all other texts, in adding 
ordinandi, so that the meaning becomes: “ If in this province 
several new bishops are to be consecrated,” of course because 
besides the metropolitan only one is left. “If this one does not 
appear at the consecration, the metropolitan shall invite him 
by letter,” etc. ; here it agrees with our Greek text. “If, even 
after this invitation, he does not appear, the metropolitan shall 
summon bishops of the neighbouring province, and in union 
with them shall perform the consecration.” We see that the 
Greek text from which this old translation is taken agrees far 
more closely with the last words of the Latin text of Diony- 

2 Van Espen, l.c. pp. 269, 270. 2 C. 9, dist. 65. 
2 In Bevereg. t. i. p. 491. * Also in Bevereg. t. ii. Annotat. p. 200. 
§ Printed in Mansi, t. vi. p. 1204; and in Leonis Opp. ed. Ballerini, t. iii. 

p- 591. 
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sius, etc., than with our Greek text, and thus we are no longer 
perplexed by finding mention made suddenly, in a little half 
sentence, of something quite new, and without any connection 
with the context, namely, the consecration of a metropolitan. 
On this account the Ballerini have given preference to this 
way of reading the Greek text, now lost, and represented by 
this old translation.’ 

This first part of the canon, which we have now been dis- 
cussing, is said to have been quoted as Nicene by the bishops 
assembled at Constantinople in 382. So think Hardouin/? 
Mansi,’ the Ballerini,‘ and others. Spittler® contradicts them, 
and is of opinion that the bishops at Constantinople may 
perhaps have had in view the fourth Nicene canon. Let us 
examine who is in the right. The Fathers of Constantinople 
say in the passage in question, that the Nicene rule had come 
into practice, that in every province the provincial bishops 
might consecrate, and, if they wished, also call to their assistance 

the neighbouring bishops ® (of another province). Now it is 
clear that, according to the Greek text, this Sardican canon 
says something quite different; but according to the Latin, 
something similar, though not exactly the same. The fourth 
Nicene canon, on the contrary, orders that, “at the consecra- 

tion of a bishop, all the bishops of the province shall be there ; 
but if this cannot well be, at least three shall be present.” It 
is evident that here something quite different is meant from 
that to which the bishops of Constantinople refer. Spittler 
is of opinion that the meaning of the Nicene canon was that 
the three bishops, who were sufficient for the consecration, 
were to be taken from the neighbourhood of the place where 
the consecration was held. Therefore he says that they 
might at Constantinople have been fitly designated as finitimi, 
and that the passage referred to by the Constantinopolitans 
speaks, too, only of finitimis, of neighbouring bishops, but not 

1 §. Leonis Opp. t. iii. p. xxxii. 4. 
* Hardouin, Coll. Concil. t. i. p. 823 ad marg. 
* Mansi, t. iii. p. 585, note 4. 
‘ Ballerini, ed. Opp. S. Leonis. M. t. iii. p. 41. 
® In his treatise concerning the Sardican decrees, Sammil. Werke, vol. viii. 

pp- 147 sq. : 
® Hardouin et Mansi (Ul.cc.). 
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bishops of the neighbouring province, as did the Synod of 
Sardica. This is true; but in the first place, the three jinctumne 
episcopt of the Nicene canon perform the consecration alone, 
because the other comprovincials are absent. The finitimi of 
the Constantinopolitan rule, on the contrary, assist the com- 
provincials who are present, and only strengthen them. 
Hence it follows, secondly, that the finitim: of the Constan- 
tinopolitan rule do not belong to the same province, but to 
another; because, as the text plainly shows, they act with 
the comprovincials, but not in their stead, or as their com- 

missaries, as the Nicene canon orders. It is therefore quite 
impossible that the bishops of Constantinople can here have 
had in view the fourth canon of Nicwa; and Spittler is 
only so far right in saying that they do not quote the Sardican 
canon accurately,’ but give it far too wide a scope in giving 
universal permission for the assistance of foreign bishops, 
while the Synod of Sardica confines this to one particular 
case. There is, moreover, in the st velint of the Constantino- 
politans, and in zpos 7d cupdépoy (for the sake of utility), 
@ restriction, as these passages mean that those neighbours 
were only to be summoned if the good of the Church required 
it, and the comprovincials so decided. 

From all this we gather something further. Not only does 
the Latin text of Dionysius and others, as we before remarked, 
say something of the same kind as the Fathers of Constan- 
tinople, but the old Latin translation of the Greek text above 
mentioned also gives this meaning, and hence it follows that 
the bishops of Constantinople must have had a Greek text 
which, differmg from our present one, gave the canon the 
meaning which we laid down in page 132; or, in other 
words, that the old Latin translation in question represents 
the most ancient Greek text as it was arranged a few years 
after the Synod of Sardica. We may therefore consider this 
Greek text as the genuine and original one, because it is far 
easier to make this than our present Greek text harmonize 
with the Latin original text. 

1 If they confused the canon of Sardica with one of the Nicene canons, the 
reason was the same, doubtless, as in the case of Zosimus. Cf. vol. i pp. 
856 sq. 
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The second part of our canon, in Dionysius and in the 
Prisca the sixth canon, in Isidore the last half of the sixth 

canon, offers fewer difficulties. Its meaning is: “In order 
that the episcopal dignity may not suffer, it is not allowed to 
appoint a bishop in a village or small town where one priest 
suffices; but the bishops of the province shall only appoint 
one for those places where there have been bishops before. 
If, however, a town is so _Populous as to appear worthy of a 
bishop, it shall obtain one.” 

Instead of “bishops of the province,” the Latin text in 
Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca has, ex alia provincia 
anvitati episcom ; and the old Latin translation from the Greek 
agrees with this, as it reads, episcopt vicine province. This 
clause is thus placed in still closer connection with the pre- 
ceding part, as it declares that, “If, as was supposed in the 
preceding part, a province has no more bishops left, and there- 
fore bishops from the neighbouring province have to be 
summoned to consecrate new pastors, yet even then they shall 
not appoint bishops to small towns and villages which have 
had none hitherto.” We see, moreover, that the main 
substance of this rule is the same in the Greek as in the Latin 
text. 

Can, 77.1 

"Ocws érloxoros elmey ‘H dxatpia judy xat 9 moddd 
ouveyea Kal ai ddixor dfwwoes treroujcacw huas yn Tocavrny 
Every xp rar mrappna lav, bony opeidoper xextiaGas’ TrodXdot 
yap Tav émirKoTT@V ov Siadelrrovew eis TO oTparoredoy Trapa- 
ryevopevot, Kal pddvora ot “Adpot, oltives xadars éyvopey Tapa 
Too ayatrntod abedApod mhmeay kat ocuvertoxotrou Iparov tas 
cuornpunders cupSovdas ob mapadéyovrat, GAA Katappovovow 
obras, ws &va avOpwrov eis TO oTparoTredoy arciotas Kal Sia- 
gopous xal ui) Suvapévas wdedfoat tas éxxdyolas Senoers Sia- 
xopilery, xad 1), ws opetrer ylverOat xal ws mpociKoy éott, Tots 
méyvnot Kad Tos Naixols h tails yHpats ovvalperOar nal érixov- 
pety, GANA Koopind akiwwpata cal mpafers mepivoely tTiow airy 
Toiyuy } oxawrns Toy Opavopoy ove dvev cxavddrov Twos pty 
xal xatayvoocens mpokevel’ mperwdéatepoy Sé elyas evouica, 

¥ In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 8. 
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éricxoroy Thy éauvtod Boney mapexew éxeive, Gotis ay tno 
Tuvos Buafnras 7 hel Tis TOP Xnpov adixotro 7 av mdduw opda- 
vos TIS arroorepotro TOV avr mpoonKovT@v, elrep dpa xad 
Tatra Ta ovopata Siuxalay eye. rH aklwow. et tolvuv, dyarn- 
tol aberdol, aos tovTo Soxel, érixplvate pndéva éricxoroy 
xpivat eis TO oTpatomedov TrapayivesOat, tTapextos TovTMY, 
obs dv o evraBéortatos Baciheds Hyav roils éavTov ypaupace 
petaxanotTo. GAN érretdy) ToANdKis ocupBaiver tivds olxTou 
Seouévous catapuyety ml thy exxdrAnoiav, Sia Ta éavTdv duapTy- 
pata els meptopicpoyv 7) vncov Katadixacbevras f) 8 av mad 
oiadnroroby amopdce éxdedopevous, tots TotovToLs pt) apyn- 
réav eivat Tiv BonOeray, GAA ywpls pedArANOpOD Kal dvev Tod 
Siotdcat Trois rovovtas aiteicGar cvyxwpnow ei Tolvuy Kai 
TovTo apéoxet, cUundor ylveaOe Graves. atrexpwavTo &travtes” 
“OpttécOw Kad rovto. 

“ QOsius episcopus dixit: Importunitates et nimia frequentia 
et injuste petitiones fecerunt, nos non tantam habere vel 
gratiam vel fiduciam, dum quidam non cessant ad comitatum 
ire episcopi, et maxime Afri, qui (sicut, cognovimus) sanctissimi 
fratris et coépiscopi nostri Grati salutaria consilia spernunt 
atque contemnunt, ut non solum ad comitatum multas et 
diversas Ecclesiz non profuturas perferant causas, neque ut 
fieri solet aut oportet, ut pauperibus aut viduis aut pupillis 
subveniatur, sed et dignitates seculares et administrationes 
quibusdam postulent. Hc itaque pravitas olim non solum 
murmurationes, sed et scandala excitat. Honestum est autem, 

ut episcopi intercessionem his prestent qui iniqua vi oppri- 
muntur aut si vidua affligatur aut pupillus exspolietur, si 
tamen isthec nomina justam habeant causam aut petitionem. 
Si ergo vobis, fratres carissimi, placet, decernite, ne episcopi 

ad comitatum accedant, nisi forte hi, qui religiosi imperatoris 

literis vel invitati vel evocati fuerint. Sed quoniam spe 
contingit, ut ad misericordiam Ecclesis confugiant, qui injuriam 
patiuntur, aut qui peccantes in exilio vel insulis damnantur; 
aut certe quamcunque sententiam excipiunt, subveniendum 
est his et sine dubitatione petenda indulgentia. Hoc ergo 
decernite, si vobis placet. Universi dixerunt: Placet et 
constituatur.” 

This canon, which has also been partly taken into the 
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Corpus Juris Canonici, forbids the bishops to visit the Court 
and present petitions, and says: “Bishop Hosius said: our 
troublesome and oft-repeated importunities and unjust peti- 
tions have caused us to stand in less favour, and hindered our 

being able to be as free-spoken, as ought to be the case. For 
many bishops are in the habit of coming to the Imperial Court, 
especially the Africans, who, as we have heard, do not accept 
the wholesome advice of our colleague and brother Bishop 
Gratus,” but so utterly despise it that some continually bring 
many different, and for the Church utterly useless, petitions ; 

not, as it should be, for the care of the poor, the laity,’ and 
the widows, but in order to gain some worldly honours and 
advantages. This disorderly conduct occasions us harm, and 
brings scandal and evil repute, and I held it to be more fitting 
that a bishop should lend his help to one who suffers violence 
from another, to a widow to whom injustice has been shown, 

or an orphan robbed of his possessions, as these are fair 
grounds for a petition. If then, dear brothers, this seems 
good to you all, direct that no bishop shall come to the Court, 

with the exception of those whom our pious Emperor himself 
by letter summons thither* But as it often happens that 
persons in need of mercy, who on account of their crimes have 
been sentenced to transportation, or are bound by some other 
sentence, take refuge in the church, they must not be denied 
help, but without scruple or hesitation petition shall be made 
for their pardon.® If this pleases you, then let all agree. 
And all answered: Let this also be decided.” 

1C. 28, causa xxiii, quest. 8. 
? Gratus of Carthage was, as we know, a member of the Synod of Sardica, and 

does not here bear favourable testimony to his countrymen. 
2 Here the Latin text in Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca has pupillis 

instead of laicis, which seems better. But the old Latin translation from the 
Greek probably read Asixeis, as the corrupt version liutius instead of laicis shows. 
Mansi, t. vi. p. 1205. In other respects the Greek and Latin in this canon 
agree tolerably accurately. 

4 The Emperor Justinian, in his Novella vi. c. 2, for instance, demanded that 
every bishop should at least appear once at the Court ; but in the seventh and 
thirteenth Council of Toledo, the bishops are ordered to appear at the Court, 
where the rescue of a fellow-creature depends upon it. Cf. Van Espen, ic. pp. 
271 sq. 

® Concerning these petitions to be presented by the bishops, cf. also Van 
Espen, U.c. p. 272. 
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Can, 8. 

"Oows érloxoros ele Ka) tovro % ayylpowa tpév xpiaro, 
iy’ dred) Gdoke Sid TO wt) whrrey brs Katayvecl Twa TAD 
erisxoToy aducvovpevoy eis To otpatémedoy, ef Ties avTav 
ToauTas éyouv Sejcets, olwy érave éreuvncOnper, Sia idlov 
Staxovou atroaréANotey’ TovTO yap tmrnpérou Td mpdcwrroy ovK 
éripOovoy tuyyave, xal Ta TapacyeOnobpeva Oarrov Siaxops- 
oOivas Suvncetas, atrexplvavro Travres; Ka) toto opsléc Ou. 

“Qsius episcopus dixit: Hoc quoque providentia vestra 
tractare debet, quia decrevistis, ne episcoporum improbitas 
nitatur (better notetur in Isidore), ut ad comitatum pergant. 
Quicumque ergo quales superius memoravimus preces habue- 
rint vel acceperint, per diaconum suum mittant; quia persona 
ministri invidiosa non est, et qua impetravit celerius poterit 
referre.” 

Bishop Hosius proposed another addition to the rule about 
the Court, saying: “ When it has been decided that a bishop 
shall incur no blame,’ if he has to bring petitions to the Court 
for those unfortunate people above mentioned, this shall also 
be decided by your wisdom, that in such a case he shall send 
a deacon for this purpose to the Court, For the person of 4 
servant does not raise any jealousy, and he can return quicker 
with the commission given him by the Emperor. And all 
answered: Let this be decided.” This canon has not been 
taken into the Corpus Juris Can. 

Can. 9.4 

“Oows érlaxoros cite Kad trovro dxodovOov voultw elvas, 
iva day év oighnroroty érapyla érlaxorros impos adedpov xat 
cuverlaxotrov éavtav atroctéddoey Senoes, o ev TH pelfovs 

’ According to Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, the first half of the ninth 
canon. 

* The text of Dionysius : ne episcoporum improbitas nitatur, gives no good 
meaning ; but instead of nitatur should probably be read notetur, as Isidore has 
it. The Prisca gives: ne episcoporum importunitas depravetur. 

* So Zonaras explains this passage in Bevereg. t. i p. 494; also Fuchs, Lec, 
p. 118; Van Espen, é.c. p. 278. 

* In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, the second part of the ninth canon, 
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Tuyyavoy tore, Toor gore TH pytpoTdNe, avTos xad Tov did- 
xovoy avrov xat tas Senoes dmoorédAot, Tapéyov aiT@ Kat 
ovoTatixas érurtoAas, ypapwy Snrovdrt xata axodovOlay nat 
Mpos Tovs adeAhors nal cuveTrioKotrous pov, el Teves ev éxelyp 
T@ Kaip@ év Tois Toros 4 év tais moder Sidryouev, ev als o 
evoeBéotatos Bactheds Ta Snpooia mpdypata SiaxvBepva. 

Ei &¢ éyou tes ray erricxoreav dirovs év TH avAg TOO Tada- 
tiov Kat Bovnrouto trepl tuvos Srrep mpermdéatepov ein afidoas, 
pn KwAvotTo dia Tov éauvtod Siaxdvou xa afudoas nal évrtel- 
AacGas TovrTos, hote Tv avtav ayabiy Bonbeay akwivrs 
QUT@ Tapéyev. 

Oi 88 eis “Popunv trapaywopevot, xabas mpoelpnxa, TO aya- 
TTS GAPS huadv xa cuverioxot@ “IovAlm tas Sejoas, ds 
Exorey Siddvat, odelrdovor rrapéyew, lva mpdtepos avtos Soxt- 
paty. ef un tives €& abtay avaicxuvrotey, kal obtw tiv éavtod 
mpooractlay xal ppovriba trapéyov eis TO oTpaTomedov abtovs 
amrootéAnNot, Gtravres of érrlaxotros amexpivavro, apécxey avrots, 
kal wrperwdecrdarny elvat THY cuuBovrny TavTny. 

“ Et hoc consequens esse videtur, ut de qualibet provincia 
episcopi ad eum fratrem et coépiscopum nostrum preces mit- 
tant, qui in metropoli consistit, ut ille et diaconum ejus et 
supplicationes destinet, tribuens commendatitias epistolas pari 
ratione ad fratres et coépiscopos nostros, qui in illo tempore in 
his regionibus et urbibus morantur, in quibus felix et beatus 
Augustus rempublicam gubernat. 

“ Si vero habet episcopus amicos in palatio, qui cupit aliquid 
quod tamen honestum est impetrare, non prohibetur per dia- 
conum suum rogare ac significare his, quos scit benignam 
intercessionem sibi absenti posse preestare. 

“ X. Qui vero Romam venerint, sicut dictum est, sanctissimo 
fratri et coépiscopo nostro Romane Ecclesisze preces quas habent 
tradant, ut et ipse prius examinet, si honeste et juste sunt, 
et preestet diligentiam atque sollicitudinem, ut ad comitatum 
perferantur. Universi dixerunt, placere sibi et honestum esse 
consilium. 

“ Alypius episcopus dixit: Si propter pupillos et viduas vel 
laborantes, qui causas non iniquas habent, susceperint peregri- 
nationis incommoda, habebunt aliquid rationis ; nunc vero cum 
ea postulent precipue, que sine invidia hominum et sine 
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reprehensione esse non possunt, non necesse est eos ire ad 
comitatum.” 

Again, on the proposal of Hosius, a further addition to the 
rule with regard to the Court was made, namely: “If a bishop 
sends his petition to the Court to the metropolitan,’ the latter 
shall despatch a deacon with petitions to the Emperor, giving 
him, of course, at the same time?’ letters of recommendation to 

those bishops who may then be at the Court.” This rule 
partly cancels the preceding one, as here the metropolitan 
despatches the deacon tothe Emperor. The affair is probably 
to go through the hands of the metropolitan, in order, on the 
one hand, that he may be informed of what is occurring 
throughout the whole province, and at the same time be able 
to reject unfit petitions which any of his suffragans desire to 
bring to the Emperor; on the other hand, because he is in a 
position to give more weight to the just petitions. Zonaras, 
Balsamon, and Aristenus explained this canon somewhat dif- 
ferently, thus: “If a bishop desires to send his petitions 
addressed to the Emperor to the bishop of the town where the 
Emperor is then staying, he shall first send them to the 
metropolitan of that province (according to Aristenus, his own 
metropolitan), and the latter shall send his own deacon with 
letters of recommendation to the bishop or bishops who may 
be at the Court.” This difference rests upon the various 
meanings of mwpos dbekdhov xal cuverrloxoroy in the beginning 
of the canon. We understand by this his own metropolitan, 
and treat the words: o dy ry pelfove Tuyydvev ode, Toor’ Ere 
TH pmtpoTroAet, as & more exact definition of cvverloxomos, and 
the participle tuyydvov as equivalent to Truyydve, and make 
the principal clause begin at avros xa Tov dudxovov, Beveridge 
translated the canon in the same way. Zonaras and others, 
on the contrary, understood by ocuvverrlcxorros, the bishop of 
the Emperor’s residence for the time being, and regarded the 

' According to the Latin text, it was expressly ordered that ‘every bishop 
should send in his petition through the metropolitan. But the Greek text does 
not express clearly any such order. Yet the Greek scholiasts found such in it, 
because the eleventh Antiochian canon had already ordered the like, namely, 
that everything should pass through the hands of the metropolitan. 

3 Kae’ dxedevbiay= bxerovdes (see Zonaras in Bevereg. t. i. pp. 495, 496)=in 
consequence=at once, at the same time. 
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words: o éy rH petfou, «7.X., not as a clearer definition of 
what had gone before, but as the principal clause, in the sense 
of “ then the metropolitan shall,” etc. According to this inter- 
pretation, the words conveying the idea that “the bishop must 
have recourse to the metropolitan” are entirely wanting in the 
canon. The additional statement, “that the ouverloxotos 
was the bishop of the Imperial residence,” is also entirely 
wanting, and there is nothing to authorize our regarding this 
explanation as implied as a matter of course in the beginning 
of the canon. Besides this, the interpretation of the Greek 
scholiasts differs too much from the Latin text, while ours 
agrees with it sufficiently well; and lastly, at the end of 
this paragraph mention is made of several cuverruoxdrrots, and 
not only of that one to whom Zonaras and Balsamon would 
have the first word of the canon refer. 

The second paragraph of the canon says: “If, however, a 
bishop has personal friends at the Court, and wishes to urge 
@ proper request through one of them, he shall not be hindered 
from applying to them in the matter through his deacon, and 
getting them to promise him their support.” 

Lastly, the third paragraph, which in Dionysius and the 
Prisca forms the first part of the tenth canon, while Isidore’s 
arrangement here agrees with the Greek, runs thus: “ Those 
bishops who come to Rome in order to present petitions to the 
Emperor there, must first deliver them to our colleague and 
beloved brother Bishop Julius, that he may examine whether 
any among them are improper, and then send them to the 
Court with his recommendation and support.” 

The rest of the Latin text, which in Dionysius and the 
Prisca forms half of the tenth canon, but which in Isidore 
forms the entire tenth canon, is plainly no synodal decree, but 

only a well-meant suggestion on the subject by Bishop Alypius 
of Megaris, in Achaia? The meaning of this addition is, that 
“if the bishops undertake the fatigue of the journey for the 
sake of widows, orphans, and unfortunates whose cause is 
good, they have ground for going to the Court; but if, as at the 

? The old Latin translation of the Greek text so often mentioned is here use- 
less, because it is so corrupt. 

3 See Mansi, t. iii. pp. 39, 42. 
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present time, they chiefly petition for things provoking jealousy 
and blame, it is quite unnecessary that they should do so.”* 

Can. 102 

“Octos érioxotros ele. Kat tovro avayxaiov elvas vouite, 
iva pera mdons axpiBelas Kad éripedretas ekerdforro, date éeav 
TiS WovaLOS f) TYONACTLKOS Amro THS ayopas a£viro ériaKxotos 
yivecOat, 1) potepoy Kxabictacbar, dav pt) Kal advayv@ortou 
xa Svaxdvov Kat mwpeaBurépou imnpeciav éexrerécn, Wa xall 
éxactov Baber, cavrep aEvos vopicOein, eis THyv aida Tis 
émicxoTis Kata mpoxory SvaBivas Suvnbeln Ee Se éxacrov 
Tayparos 6 Sabuas ovx édaxlotou Syrovort ypovov pijicos, be’ 
od } mitts avtod Kal 4 Tey TpoTwy Karoxayabla Kal 7 oTeEp- 
porns Kal % émveixera yvwpios yevécOar Suvjcerar Kal avros, 
dEtos THs Oeias iepwotvns voutcOels, ris peylorns datrodaicat 
TLS obTE yap TpocHKoY éotwW ovTE H ETLoTHUN OTE 1H ayaly 
dvaotpogy émdéyetat, Tokunpas cal xovpws él rovro iévat, 
aote i érlaxotoy f mperBuvtepoy 1 Svaxovoy mrpoxelpws xablaora- 
cba obtw yap ay eixotas veoputos vouobeln, erred) padiota 
kal 6 paxapustatos atrooToNos, bs Kal Tav eOvav yeyévntat 
SbacKxanos, paiverat xwdvoas Taxeias ylvecBa Tas KaTacracess 
Tod yap pnxiotov ypovov 7 Soxipacla Thy davactpodny Kal Tov 
éxadoTou Tporoy ovK amevkoTws éxruTroby Surjcetat. atraytes 
elroy apéoxew avrots xat Kabarra£ pr Seiv dvatpérew tadra. 

“Qsius episcopus dixit: Et hoc necessariuin arbitror, ut 
diligentissime tractetis, si forte aut dives aut scholasticus de 
foro aut ex administratore episcopus fuerit postulatus, ut non 
prius ordinetur, nisi ante et lectoris munere et officio diaconi 
aut presbyteri fuerit perfunctus, et ita per singulos gradus, si 
dignus fuerit, ascendat ad culmen episcopatus. Potest enim 
per has promotiones, que habebant utique prolixum tempus, 
probari qua fide sit, quave modestia, gravitate et verecundia. 
Et si dignus fuerit probatus, divino sacerdotio illustretur, quia 
conveniens non est nec ratio vel disciplina patitur, ut temere 
et leviter ordinetur aut episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, qui 

1 This passage is, of course, also wanting in the Greek scholiasts and in the 
old Latin translation. And in the Corpus Jur. Can, the whole ninth canon is 
wanting. 

2 In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 18. 
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neophytus est, maxime cum et magister gentium beatus apos- 
tolus, ne hoc fieret, denunciasse et prohibuisse videatur ; sed 

hi, quorum per longum tempus examinata sit vita, et merita 
fuerint cemprobata. Universi dixerunt, placere sibi hec.” 

The meaning is: “Should a mch man or a lawyer be pro- 
posed as bishop, he shall not be appointed until he has first 
discharged the office of reader, deacon, and priest, so that if he 

shows himself worthy, he may ascend by successive steps to 
the dignity of the episcopate. He shall, however, remain in 
each grade of the ministry for a considerable time, that his 
faith, the purity of his morals, his stedfastness and modesty 
may be known, and thus, after being found worthy of the 
holy priesthood, he may attain to the highest dignity. For it 
is not fitting or consistent with reason and good discipline that 
these offices should be undertaken boldly and with levity, so 
that a man should be lightly ordained bishop, or priest, or 
deacon; for in that case he might justly be considered a 
‘neophyte,’ whereas the holy apostle, the doctor of the 
Gentiles, seems strictly to have forbidden such hasty appoint- 
ments. A lengthened probation, however, will serve to mould 
the character and conduct of each one with tolerable cer- 
tainty.” 

The Synod of Nicea in its second canon had made the 
same rule (see vol. i. p. 377), and these rules were also inserted 
in the Corpus Juris Can., the Sardican, c. 10, dist. 61, and 

the Nicene, c. 1, dist. 48. There is no material difference in 

the Latin and Greek text of this canon. Van Espen has 
given a systematic exposition of it.’ 

Can. 112 

“Ocws érioxotros ele Kal rotro 5é opicat odelroper, iva 
érriaxotros, Stay é& érépas Trodews Traparyévntas eis Erépay TOL 
4) amo érépas errapylas eis érépav errapylay, Koutrov yap éyKxo- 

’ € 4 n , 
plots oixelocs irnperovpevos 7 Opnoxelas KaBoowce, xal wrelova 

11 Tim. iii. 6. St. Paul here understands by neophyte one who shortly before 
was still a heathen. Such a neophyte, says the canon, does he resemble who is 
suddenly taken from worldly business to be a bishop. 

2 Van Espen, l.c. p. 275 sq. 
2 In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 14. 
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ypovoy Bovrorro Sidyew, kat pt) 0 THs moNEWS exelvns emlaxoTros 
Eutreipos 7 SWacxaXlas, pt Katappovh éxelvov Kal ovvexéctepov 
OpiAH, KaTaoyuvew Kal Karevredivew 1d Tpocwroy Tod altos 
émisxotrov orovddlwr aitrn yap % mpodacis elwbe tapdyous 
Tout Kal éx THs TowavTnS Tavoupyias THY adXoTplay Kabédpay 
éavT@ tmpopvnoreverOa. Kal rapaoracba orovddaln, pr) Si0- 
talwy thy alt@ tapadobcicay éxxdnoiay Katadipravey Kat 
eis érépay peiotacbat oprotéoy rolyvuy él rovTr@ ypovor, 
erred) Kal To pt) trrobdéyer Oat errlaxoroy tTav aravOpwreav Kad 
oxavav elvas vevoptotay pépynabe Se xai év ro mpodyorte ypove 
TovS TraTépas Hydy Kexpexévat, iva el Tus NalKds év trode Sidyor 
Tpeis Kuptaxas hyépas ev tpioly éEBdopdou pi) cuvépyotto, atro- 
xuvotro THS Kowwwvlas’ ef Tolvuy Tepl THY NaixwY ToUTO TEOéc- 
TioTat, OV ypr ovde mpérres GAN ovdée cuppéper erloxoTroy, ei 
pndeulay Bapuytépay avaynny eyor 7) wpGypa Svoryepes, emi 
mwhetotov amoneltecOas THs éavrod éexxAnolas Kat AuTrEly TOV 
éumentoreupévoy ait@ daov, amavtes of émrloKxotro. cipyxace’ 
Kai ravrnv tiv younv odpddpa elvat mpermdertarny opito- 
peda. 

“ Osius episcopus dixit: Et hoc quoque statuere debetis, ut 
episcopus, si ex alia civitate convenerit ad aliam civitatem vel 
ex provincia sua ad aliam provinciam, et ambitioni magis quam 
devotioni serviens voluerit in aliena civitate multo tempore 
residere: forte enim evenit episcopum loci non esse tam 
instructum neque tam doctum; is vero, qui advenit, incipiat 

contemnere eum et frequenter facere sermonem, ut dehonestet 
et infirmet illius personam, ita ut ex hac occasione non dubitet 
relinquere assignatam sibi ecclesiam et transeat ad alienam. 
Definite ergo tempus, quia et non recipi episcopum in- 
humanum est, et si diutius resideat perniciosum est. Hoc 
ne fiat, providendum est. Memini autem superiore concilio 
fratres nostros constituisse, ut si quis laicus in ea in qua 
commoratur civitate tres dominicos dies, id est per tres septi- 
manas, non celebrasset conventum, communione privaretur. 
Si ergo hec circa laicos constituta sunt, multo magis epis- 
copum nec licet nec decet, si nulla sit tam gravis necessitas 
que detineat, ut amplius a supra scripto tempore absens sit 
ab ecclesia sua, Universi dixerunt placere sibi.” 

This canon directs: “If a bishop goes from one town or 
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from one province to another, from a feeling of pride, more to 
serve his own ambition than the cause of godliness, and wishes 
to remain there a considerable time, although the bishop of 
that town may not be a learned man, yet the former shall 
not hold him in contempt, nor by preaching often put him 
to shame and cause him to be despised ; for such conduct 
only gives rise to quarrels, and suggests a suspicion’ that he 
is seeking by such artful means to obtain the foreign See for 
himself, without scruple about leaving the church committed 
to him, and going over to another.” There must therefore be 
a limit of time fixed for this sojourn in a foreign town; for 
not to receive a bishop at all would be cruel and unfriendly. 
Remember that our fathers have already directed that a lay- 
man, who is staying in a town, and does not appear at divine 
service for three Sundays, shall be excommunicated ; and if this 
is ordered with regard to the laity, no bishop can be allowed 
to absent himself for a longer time from his church, or leave 
the people entrusted to him, except from necessity, or for 
some urgent business.” 

With regard to the bishops, the fourteenth (alias thirteenth) 
apostolic canon contains a similar order, as does the fifteenth 
(alias fourteenth) with regard to priests and deacons ; ‘but what 
was said above concerning the laity was decreed at Elvira; 
and renewed and extended to deacons, priests, and bishops at 
the Quinisext. Concerning this duty of a bishop being present 
at divine service in his own parish, as declared in this canon, 
Van Espen may be consulted‘ 

Can. 12. 

"Oows érloxoros elev’ ’Erred) ovd&y dort twapadevtrréoy, 
kat Tovto opicOntw' twes tov adehpay Kal ouverioKoTr@y év 

' Thus do Balsamon, Zonaras, and Aristenus interpret it in Bevereg. i.c. t. i. 
p. 488 aq. 

* Concerning such doings of the episcopi invasores, cf. Kellner, Das Buss 
wnd Strafverfahren gegen Kleriker, Tréves 1868, p. 80 ; Kober, Deposition, etc., 
1867, p. 122 aq. 

3 Elvira, canon 16. 

* Van Espen, l.c. p. 276, also his Jus. Heel. t. i. P. i. tit. 8, c. 10 et 11. 
* In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 15. 

It. K 
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tats tToNecw, év als érloxotrot xabioravras, Soxoder Kextnobas 
apddpa odtya imdpyovta iia, év érépots 5 Tomes KrHoEs 
peydnas, é£ ov xal érixoupely Suvarol eios rois Tévnow' obras 
ovv avtois cuyywpytéoy elvas xplyw, va et pédrovev eis Tas 
€auvTav TrapayiverOas eTHceEs Kal THY cuyKomidiY Tay KapTOV 
moicOas, Tpeis KuplaKas Hyépas, ToT’ Erte Tpels EBSopdébas, 
éy Tots éavray KTypacww avrovs Sidryew, nal év TH, ayyvotevovay 
éxxAnaia, ev} mpeaBvrepos cuvdryo., trrép Tob u1) ywpls cuvEenev- 
gews avtov Soxeiy elvar, ovvépyerGat wat evtoupyeiv, Kat pn 
ouveyérrepoy eis THY TOMY ev 4 cot émicKxoTros TapaylyvoLTo 
TOUTOV yap Tov TpoTroY Kal Td oiKEla AUTOD TPaypaTa Tapa THY 
auto} atrovciay ovdeuiay irropevet Cnpiav, xal TO THS ada- 
ovelas xal rod Tudou éxxdivery Soker &yxAnpa. Gtravtes ot éric- 
xorrot elroy’ =’ Apéoxet xat ain 1) Siarvrrwots. 

“ Osius episcopus dixit: Quia nihil pretermitti oportet, sunt 
quidam fratres et coépiscopi nostri, qui non in ea civitate 
resident, in qua videntur episcopi esse constituti, vel quod 
parvam rem illic habeant, alibi autem idonea predia habere 
cognoscuntur, vel certe affectione proximorum, quibus indul- 
geant ; hactenus permitti eis oportet, ut accedant ad possessiones 
suas et disponant vel ordinent fructum laboris sui, ut post 
tres dominicas, id est post tres hebdomadas, si morari necesse 

est, In suis potius fundis morentur: aut si est proxima civitas, 

in qua est presbyter, ne sine ecclesia videatur facere diem 
dominicum, illuc accedat, ut neque res domestice per 
absentiam ejus detrimentum sustineant, et non frequenter 
veniendo ad civitatem, in qua episcopus moratur, suspicionem 
jactantiz et ambitionis evadat. Universi dixerunt placere 
sibi.”. 

On the proposal of .Hosius, the Synod decided upon a 
milder addition to the preceding canon, to this effect :— 
“Some bishops possess only a very little property in the 
towns to which they are appointed, but a good deal in others," 

' According to the Latin text of Dionysius, it is :—‘‘Some bishops do not 
reside in their cathedral town, either because they have more possessions in other 
places, or from affection to their relatives; ... but from henceforth they 
shall only be absent for the space of three weeks.” Isidore and the Prisca, 
however, are nearer the Greek text, as instead of resident (as says Dionysius) 
they more rightly read possident. 
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so that they are able from it to support the poor. Therefore 
they shall be allowed, for the purpose of collecting their rents, 
to spend three Sundays, that is, the space of three weeks, upon 
those estates, in which case they shall appear at divine service 
in the neighbouring church, where there is a presbyter, and 
shall themselves officiate, that they may not omit to take part 
in the service ; but in a town where the bishop of the diocese 
resides, they shall not often appear. In this way their affairs 
will suffer no harm, as they can themselves be present, while 
at the same time avoiding all suspicion of pride and vain- 
glory,” z.e. because not officiating in the cathedral of the other 
bishop. Compare the foregoing canon. 

Can. 132 

"Oowos émioxoros ele Kal tovto macow dperdto iva ef ris 
Sudxovos 7} wpecBurepos 4 xal Tig Tov KANpLKaY aKowwevnTOS 
yéevntat Kai mpos Erepov érloxotroy Tov eiddTa abroy Katadvyot, 
yweokovTa atroxexwhoba abtov Tis Kowwwvias trapd Tod idiov 
émicxoTrov, 1) ypihvat TO éemisxdrp Kal ddekp@ abtovd t8pw 
Towra Tapéyew aiT@ Kowwviayv' ei Se todpjoot Tus TOUTO 
Toijoas ywooktro cvveOovtayv émiucxoTwy amodoyia éavTov 
inrevOuvov xabiordvar amravtes of émucKxdmo elrrov’ airy % 
Kpiows Kal Ti eipjyny mdvrote Siapvadte cal Svarnpyoet Tv 
Wavrov o“ovotay, 

“Qsius episcopus dixit: Hoc quoque omnibus placeat, ut 
sive diaconus sive presbyter sive quis clericorum ab episcopo 
suo communione fuert privatus, et ad alterum perrexerit 
episcopum, et scierit ille ad quem confugit, eum ab episcopo 
suo fuisse abjectum, non oportet ut ei communionem indulgeat. 
Quod si fecerit, sciat se convocatis episcopis causas esse 
dicturum. § Universi dixerunt: Hoc statutum et pacem 
servabit, et concordiam custodiet.” 

What is here ordered is in reality only a repetition of the 
sixth Antiochian canon ; and its principal points had already 
been included in the fifth canon of Nicwa. The meaning is, 
that “a deacon, priest, or other cleric excommunicated by his 
own bishop may not be received into communion by any 

1 In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 16. 
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other bishop; and any bishop who receives him, knowing of 
the circumstances, must answer for it to the synod.” 

Can. 14. 

“Ocwos érioxotros ele Td 5¢ awavroré pe xwodyv atrocw- 
What ovK dpeirw, ef tis erriaxotros O€VyoNOS etipicxotTo, Sirep 
ovn odeires ev TovovT@ avdpl trodurever Oat, Kal Tayéws dvTixpd 
apeaBurépov 7 Saxovov Kwnbels éxBadreiv éxxdnolas adbrov 
éOedjoot, mpovontéov earl ut) dOpoov tov TovovToy Kataxpivecbas 
kal Ths xowwwvias atrorrepeia Oar, Tavres eipyxacw' ‘O éxBar- 
Nopevos éyétrw eEovoiay ém) Tov éricxoTroy THS pNTpOTTOAEDWS TIS 
aitis érapylas xatapuyeiv’ ef bé 6 THs pyTpoTOAews ATrec tw, 
éml Tov mANTWYwpoV KaTaTpéxew Kab avodv, iva pera axptBelas 
avrov éferdlntas TO rpaypa’ ov ypn yap pn Uréyew Tas deoas 
tots afwiot Kdxewos Se 0 émicxomos, o Sucaiws 4 ddlews 
éxBareov Tov Towovroy, yevvaiws dépew dete, Wa 4 é&éracis 
Tov mpdypatos yévntat, Kal 4 Kupw0R adrod 1) atrogacts 7 
Svopbdcews Tuyn' mply 5s érypedas nal peta mlorews Exacta 
e£eracOy, o uh) Eyor THY Kowwvlay mpd THS Siayvacews Tod 
mpaypatos éauT@ ovK opera exdixely THY xowwviav' dav 5é 
ouverdnrubotes TOY KANpLK@Y Tives KaTBwoL THY Urrepopiay Kal 
Tv adalovelay avtod, ered) od mpoojxoy éorw OBpw 7 péprrw 
aotxov wropévey, wixporépots nat Bapurépous phyaci émirrpé- 
dew roy TowvrToy odeiiovow, va Te Ta WpeTTOVTAa KENEVOVTE 
imnpeTavras nal traxovwow' @oTep yap o émicKotros Tois 
imrnpérais ethexpwvh odelres tTHv aydiny Kat thy Sadeow 
Tapéyew, Tov avtov TpoTrov Kal ot inroretaypévot dora Tos 
érirxoTrots Ta THS tIrnperlas exTEdely adeidover. 

“QOsius episcopus dixit: Quod me adhuc movet, reticere 

non debeo. Si episcopus quis forte iracundus (quod esse non 
debet) cito et aspere commoveatur adversus presbyterum sive 
diaconum suum et exterminare eum de ecclesia voluerit, 

- providendum est, ne innocens damnetur aut perdat com- 
munionem. Et ideo habeat potestatem is, qui abjectus est, 
ut episcopos finitimos interpellet et causa ejus audiatur ac 
diligentius tractetur, quia non oportet ei negari audientiam 
roganti. Et ille episcopus, qui aut juste aut injuste eum 

1 In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 17. 
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abjecit, patienter accipiat, ut negotium discutiatur, ut vel 
probetur sententia ejus a plurimis vel emendetur. Tamen 
priusquam omnia diligenter et fideliter examinentur, eum, 
qui fuerit a communione separatus, ante cognitionem nullus 
alius debet preesumere, ut communioni societ. Hi vero 
qui conveniunt ad audiendum, si viderint clericorum esse 
fastidium et superbiam, quia jam non decet ut episcopus 
injuriam vel contumeliam patiatur, severioribus eos verbis 
castigent, ut obediant honesta preecipienti episcopo ; quia sicut 
ille clericis sincerum debet exhibere amorem caritatis, ita 

quoque vicissim ministri infucata debent episcopo suo exhibere 
obsequia.” 

Hosius proposed, that “if a bishop is of a passionate tempera- 
ment, which ought not to be the case, and being very angry 
with a priest or deacon wants to cast him out of the Church, 
care shall be taken that such an one be not too hastily’ con- 
demned, and deprived of communion.” All said: “He who 
has been excommunicated shall be allowed to have recourse 
to the metropolitan,’ or in his absence shall go to the nearest 
bishop? and pray that his cause may be thoroughly in- 
vestigated ; for the petitioner may not be refused a hearing* 
And the bishop who, rightly or wrongly, has decreed the ex- 
communication shall not take it amiss that the affair should 
be investigated, and his sentence confirmed or amended. But 
until all has been thoroughly and faithfully investigated, and 
the consequent decision given, the excommunicated shall not 
demand communion. If, however, any clerics’ assembled for 
judgment observe in him haughtiness and pride, they shall 
reprimand him sharply and severely, so that the reasonable 
commands of a bishop may be obeyed, as he is not bound to 

1 Instead of &¢péer, perhaps éfsev, ‘‘innocent,” should be read, for the Latin 
text has innocens, and so also has the old Latin translation. 

* Here the Latin text, instead of metropolitan, has episcopos finitimos, because 
at that time the metropolitan constitution was not so developed and so universal 
in the East as in the West. Cf. Ballerini, ed. Opp. &. Leonis, t. iii. p. xxxii. 

$ Zonaras understands by this the nearest metropolitan, and remarks that this 
never came into practice. Bevereg. t. i. p. 503. 

4 On this, cf. Kober, Kirchendbann, 1863, pp. 88, 222. 

§ Zonaras (i.c.) takes this to mean: ‘‘If any clerics of the diocese to which 
the complainant belongs know him to be arrogant, they shall reprimand him 
per correptionem fraternam.” 
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tolerate arrogance and unjust blame. For as the bishop should 
show a sincere love and affection to his subordinates, so also 

must they fulfil the duties of their ministry towards him with 
uprightness.” 

Similar rules had been already laid down in the fifth canon 
of Nicsea, and in the twentieth canon of the Antiochian Synod 
of 341. 

In all three Latin texts of the Sardican canons, canon 18 

now follows, which number harmonizes with the Latin chrono- 

logical order. | 

Can. 18 (the Latin). 

“ Januarius episcopus dixit: Illud quoque statuat sanctitas 
vestra, ut nulli episcopo liceat alterius episcopi civitatis mini- 
strum ecclesiasticum sollicitare et in suis parochiis ordinare. 
Universi dixerunt: Placet, quia ex his contentionibus solet 
nasci discordia, et ideo prohibet omnium sententia, ne quis hoc 
facere audeat.” 

Januarius, who was, as appears from the Synodical signa- 
tures, bishop of Beneventum in Campania,’ proposed this rule, 
the meaning of which is, that “no bishop is allowed to decoy 
away a minister of the church belonging to another bishop, 
and ordain him for his own diocese.” Our Greek text: has 
not this canon; but it seems formerly to have had a place in 
the Greek copies, as we gather from the old translation, in 

which it is found.’ 
The Council of Nicsea, moreover, had ordered the like in 

its sixteenth canon; and the contents of the next canon, 

which the Greek and Latin texts have in common, are the 
same. Therefore, in the Corpus Juris Can.,* these two canons, 
the eighteenth and nineteenth of the Latin text, are put into 
one. 

1 See vol. i. pp. 386 sq. and eupr. p. 72; but this canon is in Corpus Juris 
Can. c. 4, causa xi. quest. 3. 

2 See p. 97. 
3 Mansi, vi. p. 1207. Cf. also Ballerin. edit. Opp. 8. Leonia, t. iii. p. xxxi. 

Nn. iii, 
4C. 1, dist. 61. 
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Can. 15.1 

"Octos érioxoros ele Kad rovro 5¢ adres splowper, iva 
el tus émlaxowos é£ érépas rapotias BovdnOy addoTpiov irn- 
pernv yopis THs ovyxataBécews Tov idiov émurxoroy els Twa 
Ba€pov xatacricat, adxupos nal aBéBaws 1% Katdotacs 7 
TowavrTh vopiforro et tives § dv robro éavrols émiTpeerav, rapa 
tay adeAbay Kal cuverioKorray Hyav Kad cropypvncKrerOat Kal 
SiopPoicbar odeirovow. Graves eipyxact: Kal otros Spos 
THT GTAAEVTOS. 

“QOsius episcopps dixit: Et hoc universi constituimus, ut, 

quicumque ex alia parochia voluerit alienum ministrum sine 
consensu episcopi ipsius et sine voluntate ordinare, non sit rata 
ordinatio ejus. Quicumque autem hoc usurpaverit, a fratribus 
et coépiscopis nostris et admoneri debet et corrigi.” 

On the proposal of Hosius it is here ordered: that, “if the 
bishop of another diocese ordains a minister of the Church 
without the consent of his own bishop, such an ordination 
shall be invalid ;? and if some have presumed to do this, they 
shall be admonished and reprimanded by our ad and 
brother bishops.” 

Fuchs, in his Bibliothek der Kirchenversammlungen, thinks 
he has discovered a difference between this canon and the 
exclusively Latin one preceding it, in that the latter supposes 
the case of a bishop ordaining a foreign cleric, over whom he 
has no jurisdiction, to a higher grade, with the view of retain- 
ing him for his own diocese; while the other—fifteenth or 
ninetecnth canon—treats of a case where such an ordination 
takes place without the ordaining bishop intending to keep 
the person ordained for his own diocese. Van Espen is of 
another opinion, and maintains that both canons obviously 
refer to one and the same case, for which reason the Greek 

text has only inserted one of them.* It is certain that the 

‘In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 19. 
2 Kober, Suspension, ete., 1862, p. 46 sqq. and p. 148 sq. and p. 292, here 

understands not the sbeolute invalidity of such an ordination, but only a 
suspension. 

3 Part ii. p. 123, note 125. 
‘Van Espen, Commentarius in Canones et Decreta, etc., p. 278, ed. Colon. 

1755, fol. 
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text of both canons, as we have it, does not clearly indicate 
the difference conjectured by Fuchs, but that it may easily be 
found there. 

Van Espen further adds, that in both canons only the 
higher ordination of one already ordained (a minister of the 
Church) is meant; but that conferring ordination upon a lay- 

man from another diocese is not there expressly forbidden. 
Nevertheless, Bishop Gratus of Carthage, at the Carthaginian 
Council in 348 (canon 5), applied the contents of the canon 
to the laity also;' and this interpretation was universally 
received, as appears from the fifty-fourth African canon. 

Can. 162 

’Aérios émicxomos elev’ Ovx ayvoeite orroia nal mnrinn 
Tuyyaver ) Tov Ococarovixéwy pytpotrodus: TWoddaKis Tovyapody 
eis auTny amd érépwy érapyiav mpecBuvrepo, cal Sidxovor Trapa- 
ylvovrat, xal ovx dpxovpevor Bpayéos Svayaryh xpovou évarro- 
pévovot xal Grravra tov xpovov adres trowivres Scaredovow, 
pods peta weloroyv ypovor eis Tas Eaurdv emravievas Exxdno las 

dvayxdtovras Trept rovrey ovv opiatéov. “Ocws érrloxoros elrrev’ 
OSros of Spot, of nat ert trav emicxoray w@picpévot, pudatreé- 
cbwcay xa ért TovtTay Tey mMpocwtray. 

“ Aetius episcopus dixit : Non ignoratis, quanta et qualis sit 
Thessalonicensium civitas; saepe ad eam veniunt ex aliis 
regionibus presbyteri et diaconi et non sunt contenti brevi 
tempore morari, sed aut resident ibi aut certe vix post longa 
spatia ad sua redire coguntur. Universi dixerunt: Ea tempora, 
que constituta sunt circa episcopos, et circa has pereones 
observari debent.” 

Aetius, bishop of Thessalonica, represented to the Synod, 
that in consequence of the size of his city many priests and 
deacons from elsewhere very often stayed there for a long 
time. The Synod therefore decided, on the motion of Hosius, 
that what was ordered above in canon 11 with regard to the 
bishops, namely, that they may spend three weeks in a place 
away from home, should also apply to the persons in question. 

1 Harduin, Collect. Concil. t. i. p. 686; Mansi, t. iii. p. 147. 
2 In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 20. 
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Can. 17.) 

‘TrrepBddXovtos Kal Tod dderpod judy ’Odvuprlov nal rovro 
jpecev, tva ef tis errioxotros Biav wropeivas adixws éxBAnOH 
9 Osa tTHy emiotnuny h Sid Hv oporoylay Tis KaOoAuKhs éxxdn- 
oias 7 Sid Thy Ths adnOelas éxbiclay, nal dhevryov Tov xivdvvon, 
aO@os xat xabwopévos dv, eis érépay EXOot rod, pa) Ko- 
AvécOw exet ert rocovrov Sidyew, Ews dv éravérOy 7 Tis DBpews 
THS yeyerynpevyns avT@ aradrayny ebpécbae SuvyOR oKAnpov 
yap xat Bapvratov, édaclay adicov trropepevnndta py drobé- 
xecGat i? judy wreloty yap Kadoxayabia Kai dirodpovyncer 
opelner wapadéyerOas 0 Towbros. amavres eipjxacw “Hpece 
Kat ToUTO. 

“QOsius episcopus dixit: Suggerente fratre et coépiscopo 
nostro Olympio etiam hoc placuit, ut si aliquis vim perpessus 
est et inique expulsus pro disciplina et Catholica confessione vel 
pro defensione veritatis, effugiens pericula, innocens et devotus 
ad aliam venerit civitatem, non prohibeatur immorari, quamdiu 
aut redire possit aut injuria ejus remedium acceperit; quia 
durum est eum qui persecutionem patitur non recipi; etiam 
et larga benevolentia et humanitas ei est exhibenda. Omni 
synodus dixit: Universa, que constituta sunt, Catholica 
Ecclesia in universo orbe diffusa custodiet. 

“Et subscripserunt, qui convenerant episcopi omnes diver- 
sarum provinciarum sic: Ego N. episcopus civitatis N. et 
provinciz N. ita credo sicut supra scriptum est.” 

As Olympius, bishop of Aenus in Thrace, further suggested, 
it was decreed that “if a bishop is banished unjustly, on 
account of his learning, or his belief in the Catholic faith, or 

for defending the truth, and being an innocent victim goes 
into another town to escape danger, he shall not be hindered 
from remaining there until he can return, or be freed from the 
ill-treatment to which: he has been subjected.” 

Can. 18 (wanting in the Latin). 

Tavdéyrios éricxotros elev’ Oldas, adergé ’Aérie, os 70 
Tyvixavtd mote xatactabérvtos cov émiaKorrou 7 eipyvn Novo 

1 In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 21. 
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éBSpaBevoer lva py twa relrava Siyovolas wept trav éxxAn- 
ctacTixey evatroueivyn, G0£e nal robs apa Movoalov xatacta- 
Gevras Kai tods tapda Evrvytavod, éredn aitav ovdepia os 
evplaxotto, 1rayTas trode Oivan. 

Gaudentius, bishop of Naissus in Dacia, is already own 
to us by the fourth canon, of which he was also the proposer. 
The present one runs: “Bishop Gaudentius said: Thou 
knowest, my brother Aetius (bishop of Thessalonica’), that ever 
since thine appointment as bishop, peace has reigned. Now, 
therefore, in order that no more divisions may exist among the 
clergy, let it be decreed that both those appointed by Muszeus 
and Eutychian shall be received, as no blame rests on them.” 

Concerning the meaning of this canon, cf. the following one, 
which is closely connected with it. 

Can. 19 (wanting in the Latin). 

"Ocws éricxoros elre Tis épis perpioryntos 4 amopacts 
dar atrn éred) fovyot Kal isropovntexol opeinopen eivat, 
xa) Swap rov mpos twavras éyew olxrov, Graf tovs eis KAApov 
éxxAnoiactixoy mpoaxOévras iro Twov adeAPav Hydv, edv jai) 
Bovrowro érravépyerOat eis ds Katwvopacbycay éexxNnoias, TOU 
Nottrod pt) Wrrodéyec Oar, Evruysavoy Sé pote émvoxoroy éavt@ 
Stexduxety Svoya, GX’ ode Movaaiov ws érricxorroy vopiverBar’ 
et 88 Aaieny xowovlay amattoiey, wn yphvar avrots apveicBas. 
waves euroy ’ Apéakes. 

Bishop Hosius said: “It is my humble opinion, since we 
must be gentle and patient, and show compassion to all, 
that those who have at any time been raised by any of.our 
brothers to a higher order in the ministry, if they will not 
return to the churches to which they were appointed, should 
for the future not be received ; and that Eutychian should not 
assume the episcopal title, nor Musseus be considered a bishop, 

but that if they desire the communio laicalis (the spiritual 
rights of the laity, or status ecclesiasticus communis), it should 
not be refused them.” All said: “So let it be.”? 

It appears from these canons that, before the appointment 
of Aetius as bishop of Thessalonica, disturbances and divisions 

'Cf, Canon 16. 2 Cf. Kober, Deposition, p. 500 sqq., p. 60. 
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in the Church had taken place there. At this time Eutychian 
and Musveus came forward to claim the episcopal chair, and 
both ordained other ministers. Neither of these two, how- 

ever, but Aetius, obtained the See of Thessalonica, and peace 
was again restored. As is shown by the eighteenth canon, 
Aetius excluded these two pretenders and the clerics appointed 
by them from communion. A milder treatment was now 

proposed by Gaudentius, namely, that as no further blame 
attached to those ordained by Museus and Eutychian, they 
should be again received. What he understood by this 
receiving again (i7rodeyO7var) is doubtful, as we have no other 
account of theéwhole affair at Thessalonica.' In the first 
place, we do not know whether Museus and Eutychian | 
were themselves really consecrated bishops or not; if they 
were consecrated, the proposal of Gaudentius may mean that 
those ordained by them should be restored to their spiritual 
offices.” If, however, Musseus and Eutychian had not re- 
ceived episcopal consecration,—and the old Greek scholiasts 
suppose this to have been the case,’—it could only be proposed 
that those (nec licite nec valide) ordained by them should be 
received again as laymen into the communion of the Church. 
At the best, the wish might be entertained that they should 
eventually receive valid ordination. Whether the Synod 
approved of the proposal of Gaudentius is also not clear; we 
can only conclude that such approbation was probable from 
the close connection of the eighteenth canon with the nine- 
teenth, and from the Synod giving its placet to the latter. It 
may be asked, however, what is the relation of the nineteenth to 
the eighteenth canon. The last half of the nineteenth canon 
is plainly in connection with the eighteenth, inasmuch as Hosius 
here supplements the proposal of Gaudentius with another, that 

' In the Synodal Letter of the Eusebians from Philippopolis (quoted in Hilar. 
Fragm. iii. p. 1317, n. 20), mention is made of a quarrel between Protogenes of 

Sardica, and a bishop of Thessalonica. The name of the latter is not clearly 
given, but it should probably be read ‘‘ Aetio.” Besides, the text is so corrupt 
that it is uncertain which of the two attacked the other. On this passage, cf. the 
notes of the Benedictine editors on this passage in Hilary. 

2 This explanation was adopted by Dr. Herbst in the Tibinger Theol. 
Quartalschr. 1825, p. 34; also by Hergenréther, Photius, vol. ii. p. 338. 
,* Bevereg. t. i. p. 505; t. ii. Annot. p. 201. 
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Eutychian and Museus themselves should only be admitted 
to lay communion. From this we gather that Hosius approved 
of the proposal of Gaudentius, and only desired that the 
heads of the schismatical parties should be excluded from 
among the clergy, as was decided at Nicwea with regard to the 

_ Meletians. But the remaining clerics of those parties— 
of course after having previously submitted to their lawful 
bishop—were to retain their .offices, only on condition of 
betaking themselves to those churches for which they were 
first ordained. I am therefore of opinion that the first half 
of the nineteenth canon also refers to the subject mentioned 
in the eighteenth canon ; while Tillemont,’ and after him Remi 
Ceillier,? are of opinion that Hosius, in the first part of the 
nineteenth canon, had made an addition to the sixteenth, and 

not the eighteenth canon. 
From all this it is clear that the reason why these two 

canons do not exist in the Latin text is, that they did not 
apply to the Latin Church, and only contained a special rule 
for Thessalonica.’ 

Can. 20.4 

Tavdévrios éricxoros ele Tatra owrnpiwdas Kai axo- 
AovOas opiabévra Kal mperovTws TH éritisla hpay Tov lepéov 
Kat Oc@ apécayra nal avOparros, thy Stvayw nal thy ioyov 
éavToy xatacyely ov Suvicovrat, édv pur) Kat poBos tats éFevey- 
Geioass aropaceaw axorovOnoy lopev yap xat avrol, reovdxts 
S:a Thy Obywv avatoyurtiay 76 Geiov Kal ceBacpiotaroy Svoua 
TiS lepwovvns eis xatdyvoow ednrvOévas' ef Tolvuy Tis Tapa 
ta Tact Sofavta toApnoo, ctrovddlwy tud@ paddov Kal adra- 
Covela 7) T@ Oe@ dpécar, Erepov te Siarrpdfacbar, Abn yuyvo- 
oxéro eyKApate atroNoyias éautov trrevOuvoyv Kabioray, cad riyy 
Tiny cat 10 dElopa Tis érurxotris GroBdANew. Grravres atre- 
xplvavro: IIpérre nai dpéoxes hpiv 4 rovavrn yvoun. 

Kat roto 5é éxetOey pdduota yvopipov yernoeras Kal mAnpw- 

* Tillemont, Mémoires, etc., t. viii. p. 49 in the treatise of S. Athanas. 
art. 52. 

2 Histoire Générale, etc., t. iv. p. 691. 
3 Cf. Tébing. Theol. Quartalschr. 1825, p. 34. 
* In Dionysius, Isidore, and the Prisca, canon 11. 
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Onoerat, cay Exactos hpav tay év tals wapodous Frou Kava 
xabeoturay éricxonoyv, Oeacdpyevos érloxoroy, éritntotn Thy 
aitiay Tis wapodou Kat ov Thy topelay Tovetras’ Kad ddy pév 
eUpy abtov eri to otparomedoy amriovta, émifnrnce Tas aipécess 
Tas érave mpoxepévas Kav KeKANUEVOS adixVATaL, dTriovTL avT@ 
pndev eprodsov ybyvouro ei Se éeridei~ews ydpw, cabo mpoel- 
pytas TH bperépa aydry, } Sid tivwy afwdoes oirovddlo. ém 
TO OTpaTOTrEdoy, TE TOS Yypaypacw avTov imroypadey pre 
xosvevety TO ToLOUT@. Amravtes eltrov’ “OpilécOw nal tovro. 

“Gaudentius episcopus dixit: Ea que salubriter providistis 
convenientia et sstimationi omnium et Deo placitura et 
hominibus, tenere hactenus firmitatem possunt, si metus huic 
sententiz conjungatur. Scimus enim et ipsi sepissime 
propter paucorum impudentiam religiosum sacerdotale nomen 
fuisse reprehensum. Si igitur aliquis contra omnium sen- 
tentiam nisus voluerit ambitioni magis placere quam Deo, is 
debet scire, causis redditis honorem dignitatemque se amis- 
surum: quod ita demum compleri poterit, si unusquisque 
nostrum, qui in canali constitutus est, cum progredientem 
episcopum viderit, inquirat transitum ejus, causas videat, quo 
tendat agnoscat, et si quidem eum invenerit ire ad comitatum, 

requirat et illud, quod superius comprehensum est, ne forte 
invitatus sit, ut ei facultas eundi permittatur. Si vero, ut 
superius memoravit sanctitas vestra, propter desideria et am- 
bitiones ad comitatum pergat, neque in literis ejus subscribatur, 
heque in communionem recipiatur. Si vobis placet, omnium 
sententia confirman debet. Universi dixerunt, honestum esse 

et placere sibi hanc constitutionem.” 
On the motion of Bishop Gaudentius, it was decreed: 

“From henceforth, if a bishop presumes to act contrary to 
what has been universally decided, out of pride and ambition 
rather than the desire of pleasing God, he shall be called to 
account, and deprived of his episcopal dignity.’ And this 
rule will be best made known, and most surely carried out,? 
if each one of us bishops, who live near a high road,’ upon 

1 In Bevereg. t. i. p. 507, canon 20 ends here, and No. 21 begins. 
9 The Greek scholiasts explain these words a little differently, but the meaning 

is not substantially altered. 
3 Concerning xavdases = via publica, cf. Suicer, Thesaur. in loc. 
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seeing a bishop pass by, inquires the object of his journey, 
and whither he is going. And if he finds that the bishop 
is on his way te the Imperial Court, he shall make inquiry 
concerning the circumstances mentioned above in the seventh 
canon. If he is travelling thither at the summons of the 
Emperor, no hindrance shall be put in his way; but if from 
vanity, as you were pleased to say before, or on account of 
certain petitions, his letters shall not be undersigned, nor 
shall any one hold communion with him.” 

As we before remarked, the Latin text gives this canon 
quite another place, namely, immediately after the rules for 
restraining the passion of bishops for travelling to the Imperial 
Court (canons 7~9). From its meaning, it plainly belongs to 
that set of rules. 

Finally, this canon is followed in the Latin text by another 
short canon, No. 12, which is wanting in the Greek, and which 
runs thus :— 

Can. 12 (of the Latin text). 

“QOsius episcopus dixit: Sed et moderatio necessaria est, 
dilectissimi fratres, ne adhuc aliqui nescientes, quid decretum 
sit in synodo, subito veniant ad civitates eas, que in canali 
sunt. Debet ergo episcopus civitatis ipsiuis admonere eum et 
instruere, et ex eo loco diaconum suum mittat; admonitus 

ipse tamen redeat in parceciam suam.” 
According to Van Espen’s just remark,’ the Greek text 

probably omitted this passage because it only contained a 
proposal of Hosius, without the direct approbation of the 
Synod. Moreover, the rule- therein’ contained was only tem- 
porary, and simply to serve for the interval, until the decisions 
of Sardica became more generally known. 

Sec. 65. Rule concerning the Celebration of Easter. 
We have information concerning the further doings of the 

Synod of Sardica in the preface to the newly-discovered 
Paschal Letters of S. Athanasius,? where it is said, under the 
date of 343, that “a plan was agreed upon at Sardica with 
regard to the feast of Easter.” A period of fifty years was 

1 Van Espen, U.c. p. 275. * Concerning this, cf. above, pp. 8, 87. 
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fixed, during which time the Romans and Alexandrians were 
to celebrate Easter on a common day.’ 

As is known, the Synod of Nicza had not finally decided | 
the difference between the Alexandrian and Roman regulation 
of Easter. It commanded, indeed, that Easter should always 
be kept after the spring equinox; but the equinox itself was 
placed by the Romans on the 18th, by the Alexandrians 
on the 21st March, and regarding this difference the Council 
of Nicea gave no decision.” It was indeed practically 
settled by the order that the Bishop of Alexandria should 
calculate the time of Easter, and should give notice of 
it to the Pope for general publication. Theoretically, how- 
ever, the difference remained, and necessarily soon afterwards 
entailed a fresh negotiation. 

According to the testimony of the preface, this took place 
at Sardica ;* but even here the difference was not entirely, but 
only temporarily removed by a mutual understanding between 
the Greeks and Romans as to the time of Easter for the next fifty 
years ; not, therefore, by the appointment of a new and common 
cycle, but only by an agreement for the next fifty years to meet 
present exigencies. Doubtless, in this matter, both sides had to 
make concessions from time to time, of which we know the 

following. According to the Alexandrian computation, Easter 
for the year 346 should have fallen on the 27th Phamenoth, 23d 
March ; but Athanasius, in his eighteenth Paschal Letter, says 
that “the holy Synod of Sardica had discussed this question, 
and all had agreed that Easter should be celebrated eight days 
later, on the 4th Pharmuthi, 30th March, the Roman time.” * 

There was a second difference between the Romans and 
Alexandrians touching the year 349. According ‘to the 
Alexandrian computation, Easter should that year have 
fallen on the 28th Pharmuthi, 23d April. The Romans, 
however, as says the preface to the Festal Letters of S. 
Athanasius, stated that “they possessed a tradition as ancient 
as the time of St. Peter, that they were not to go beyond the 
26th Pharmuthi, 21st April;” and, for the sake of peace, the 

Alexandrians with the Romans agreed to place Easter on the 

1 Larsow, Festal Letters of S. Athan. p. 31. 2 See vol. i. p. 327. 
* See vol. i. p. 328. * Larsow, pp. 141, 50, No. 18. 
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30th Phamenoth, 26th March! But soon after this, harmony 
was again disturbed, and already in the years 350, 360, and 
368 the Roman and Alexandrian calculation of Easter again 
varied, so that the decision of Sardica, as to the fifty years’ 
uniformity of celebrating Easter, was never fully carried out.’ 

Sec. 66. Zhe Sardican Documents. 

Besides all those hitherto mentioned, we possess three im- 
portant documents proceeding from the Synod of Sardica. The 
first and fullest of these is the Encyclical Letter, to which we 
have so often referred, from the Synod to all the bishops of 
Christendom, preserved by Athanasius in Greek, and by Hilary 
of Poitiers in Latin;® and it is not improbable that this was 
drawn up and published in both languages by the Synod itself. 
It was indeed intended alike for the East and West, and the 

Synod itself consisted of about an equal number of Greeks and 
Latins. 

The chief contents of the Encyclical Letter in question, of 
which we give the sense though not the exact words, are as 
follows : “ The godly Emperors have summoned the Synod of 
Sardica for the three purposes already known, and the Eastern 
bishops (the Eusebians) have also made their appearance, partly 
-in obedience to the Imperial command, and partly for the 
purpose of substantiating afresh their former charges against 
Athanasius and Marcellus. But when they saw these two, as 
well as Bishop Asclepas of Gaza, present, they feared to enter 
into an investigation, although they were repeatedly invited 

' Larsow, Lc. pp. 33, 50, No. 21. 
* In the year 350 the Alexandrians kept their Easter on the 8th April, the 

Romans on the 15th April; in 360, the former on the 23d April, the latter on the 
19th March ; in 868, the Alexandrians on the 20th April, the Romans on the 28d 
March. Cf. Ideler, vol. ii. p. 251, and the tables of Professor Galle in Larsow, 

p- 47. The farther history of the Easter question we have given above, vol. i. 
pp. 329 sqq. 

* Athanas. Apologia c. Arian. c. 44 sqq.; Hilar. Fragm. t. ii. p. 1288 sqq. 
Also in Mansi, t. iii. p. 57 sqq. and p. 69 sqq. ; Hard. t. i. p. 662; Theodoret, 
Hist. Eccl. t. ii. p. 8. 

‘ Cf. the marginal note in Mansi, t. iii. p. 58, and Ballerin. in their edit. Opp. 
S. Leonis, t. ili. p. xxxi.-ii. But the old Latin translation from the Greek text, 
which was discovered by Maffei at Verona, and edited by the Ballerini and Mansi, 
differs from the Latin original. Cf. above, pp. 94, 182. 
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and challenged to do so. What alarmed them still further 
was, that other bishops and priests, who had been ill-treated 
by them, intended, some in person and others through 
acquaintances, to raise complaints against them, and even to 
produce the chains with which they had been bound For 
the rage of the Eusebians had been carried so far, that many 
bishops—for instance Theodulus (probably of Trajanople)— 
could only save themselves from death by flight. Besides this, 
deputies from several communities also appeared at Sardica to 
report the acts of violence which had been perpetrated among 
them in driving away the orthodox bishops and priests, and 
introducing others of Arian views. Under such circumstances, 
tne Eastern bishops found it advisable to leave Sardica, thus 
sufficiently betraying the badness of their cause, Notwith- 
standing this, the whole affair was carefully examined by the 
Synod, and the acts themselves showed the Eusebians to be 
malicious slanderers and false accusers, since Arsenius still lives, 

and no chalice is broken ; but the Mareotic acts were drawn up 
with gross unfairness.' The attack upon the orthodoxy of Mar- 
cellus® was shown to be equally unjust,and Asclepas was also able 
to prove his innocence, from the acts drawn up by his enemies. 
Moreover, it appeared that the Eusebians had not only received 
back many who had been legitimately deposed for Arianism, 
but had even raised them to higher offices in the Church. 
The heads of this party are, Theodore of Heraclea, Narcissus 
of Neronias, Stephen of Antioch, George of Laodicea, Acacius 
of Caesarea, Menophantes of Ephesus, Ursacius of Singidunum, 

and Valens of Murcia, who even on the journey to Sardica 
formed private cabals and hindered the other Eastern bishops 
from joining the Synod, as two of their number, the bishops 
Macarius and Asterius, who came over to the Synod, testified. 
Now that the Eusebians have again left Sardica, and their 
offences, consisting of slanders, acts of violence, false letters, 

blows, imprisonments, insults of holy virgins, and destruction 
of churches, have been proved, and—what is worst of all— 
after they have again revived the Arian heresy, the Synod has 
declared Athanasius, Marcellus, and Asclepas innocent, and 

deposed and excommunicated the chief of the Eusebians.* 
1 See above, pp. 24, 46. 3 See above, pp. 29 sqq., 104. 3 See above, p. 105. 

II. L 
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From this time, then, no one shall hold any communion with 

them; and every bishop shall subscribe the decision of the 
Synod of Sardica as though he had been there present in spirit," 
in order that peace may be preserved everywhere and by all 
the servants of the sanctuary.” ? 

The second document left to us by the Synod of Sardica is 
their letter to the diocese of Alexandria® which Athanasius‘ 
again gives in Greek, while it is omitted by Hilary. It runs 
as follows : “ Their evil conscience did not allow the friends of 
Arianism to take part in the Synod ; and the sentence of Pope 
Julius (at the Roman Synod) in favour of Athanasius, which 
was based on the testimony of eighty bishops, was justified. 
Therefore all the members of the Synod acknowledged the 
lawfulness of communion with Athanasius, while the Eusebians, 

on the contrary, had hesitated to take part in it unless Atha- 
nasius was from the very first excluded. But the Mareotic 
acts were too false and one-sided; Ischyras had himself 
exposed their untruthfulness. The charge against Arsenius 
was also proved false; but nevertheless, his enemies had not 
been quiet, but had invented new and malicious accusations. 
Athanasius and the Synod had demanded an investigation 
concerning this, but their accusers had taken flight, thus 
plainly showing their evil consciences. The Alexandrians, 
who have already suffered so much for the true faith, should 

1 Cf. above, p. 93. 
2 On the pretended Sardican Creed, which in Theodoret and elsewhere appears 

added to this Synodal Letter, cf. above, pp. 106 sq. 
3 Mansi, t. iii. p. 55; Hard. t. i. p. 655. 
4 This Synodal Letter is twice given in Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 37 3qq., 

c. 41 sqq. The first time it is addressed to the Church of Alexandria, the 
second time to the bishops of Egypt and Libya; but it is in fact one and the 
same document. That the second form given by Athanasius was also originally 
intended for the Alexandrians in specie, and not for the bishops of Libya and 
Egypt, appears from c. 43, where Alexandria is spoken of as ‘‘ your town,” and 
Athanasius as ‘‘your bishop.’’ Accordingly, the second form was probably 
nothing more than a copy of the letter to the Alexandrians made for the Libyan 
and Egyptian bishops. This second form is, moreover, word for word the same 
as the first in the greater part of its contents ; only the passage concerning the 
Alexandrian priests Aphthon, etc. is wanting, but it has two additions, one at 
the end of c. 42, and another in c. 48. See next page, notes 1, 4. On the 
connection of these two forms, cf. the Admonitio of the Benedictine editors to 
their edition of the Apologia Athanasii, n. viii. p. 95, edit. Patav. 
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persevere in this constancy, even if they should be persecuted 
afresh by the Arians. The Synod has done its part in caring 
for them,’ and has therefore applied to the Emperors,’ with 
petitions that those hitherto persecuted may obtain freedom, 
and that no secular powers shall be able to judge ecclesi- 
astics, and oppress the faithful on religious pretexts.® The 
Alexandrians are exhorted by the Synod by no means to 
acknowledge Gregory, who has never been a lawful bishop, 
and was deposed at Sardica, but to receive Athanasius on 
his return with joy. The Synod further declares to them 
that the priests Aphthon, Athanasius the son of Capito, Paul, 
and Plution, who were driven away by the Eusebians, have 
also been again received by the Synod, and declared innocent ; 
they too should therefore receive those persons with kindness. 
Finally, they might see what was finally decided against the 
heads of the Eusebians‘ from the supplement to the Encyclical 
Letter given above.” 

The Synod addressed similar letters to the other churches 
whose bishops they had declared innocent, and ordered to be 
reinstated.’ 

The third Synodal document is the letter from the Sardi- 
can bishops to Pope Julius. “The Pope had had good reasons 
for not being present in person at the Synod, and it was best 
and fittest that the priests (bishops) from all the provinces 
should make their reports to the head, that is, the chair of St. 
Peter.” But as all which took place at Sardica had been 

! The second form in Athanasius, U.c. c, 42, has here the addition : ‘‘ Not only 
you, but also others of our fellow-servants have been injured, and have complained 
of it with tears.” 

* This letter from the Synod to the Emperors no longer exists ; the Synod, 
however, mentions it in its letter to Pope Julius, in Hilar. Fragm. t. ii. p. 
1291, n. 12. 

3 Secular officers had indeed practised all kinds of violences in Egypt in order 
to introduce Arianism. Cf. above, pp. 48 sq., 52. 

4 In the second form of this Synodal Letter the names of the most distin- 
guished Eusebians are here inserted, Athanas. l.c. c. 43. 

5 Mansi, t. iii. p. 66 ; Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 36, c. 49. 
6 It is now only extant in Latin, with considerably injured text, in Hilar. 

Fragm. t. ii. p. 1297, and in the Collectio Cresconiana (cf. Baron. ad ann. 347. 24), 
and was perhaps from the first only written in Latin. It is also printed in 
Mansi, t. iii. p. 40 sq. ; Hard. t. i. p. 653 sq. 

T Cf. above, p. 96. Blondzll held this passage—Hoc enim optimum ef valde 
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partly recorded in the acts communicated to the Pope, and 
could be in part accurately reported by the deputies, the priests 
Archidamus and Philoxenus, and the deacon Leo,! it seemed 
superfluous to treat of it in this letter also, The Orientals, who .- 
called themselves bishops, although many among them were 
tainted with the deadly poison of the Arian heresy, had, from 
mistrust of their own cause, refused to appear at the Court, as 
they had done before also at the Roman Synod. But it would 
have been unjust to give way to them and to refuse communion 
with Athanasius and Marcellus, to whom so many bishops gave 
favourable testimony. The Synod had had to treat of three 
subjects, for even the august Emperors had allowed a fresh 
investigation of everything. First of all, the true faith was to 
be treated of; then the case of those persons who had been 
deposed, and the justice of whose deposition was to be 
examined ; and finally, the violence practised by the Eusebians 
upon many, of whom those who had died under it were un- 
doubtedly to be regarded as martyrs. There were even then 
some in prison for no other fault than that they had rejected 
the Arian and Eusebian heresies, and would have no com- 

munion with their adherents. The Eusebians, however, had 

not only received back those who had been lawfully deposed, 
but had promoted many of them to higher offices in the Church. 
The Pope might hear also what was decided with regard to 
the ungodly and foolish youths (adolescentibus) Ursacius and 

congruentissimum esse videbitur, si ad caput, i.e. ad Petri Apostoli sedem de 
singulis quibusque provinctis domini referant sacerdotes—to be an interpola- 
tion, on account of its barbarous Latin, i.e. valde congruentissimum (Blondell, 
De Primatu Heclesia, p. 106). Remi Ceillier (Histoire Générale, etc., t. iv. p. 
696), on the other hand, remarked that the barbarous Latin might be explained 
by the supposition that the letter had been first written in Greek, and that we 
have only a translation. But Remi Ceillier could not deny that this sentence 
interrupted the train of thought of the letter, and looked like something inserted 
in parenthesis. Bower (History of the Popes, vol. i. p. 192) and Fuchs (Biblioth. 
der Kirchenvers. vol. ii. p. 128) have urged this still more strongly ; the latter 
especially has confidently urged the conjecture that this sentence was originally 
a gloss added ad marginem by a reader of the letter, and taken into the text by 
a later copyist. But Remi Ceillier, in order to save the sentence, says that the 
Synod had only intended by these words to point en passant to its decision with 
regard to the appeal to Rome. 

1 This deacon, however, did not sign the Syno:'al acts ; this was done by the 
two priests only. See Mansi, t. iii. p. 66 ; Athana3. Apol. c. Arian. c. 50. 
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Valens. Both had pertinaciously sown the seeds of false 
doctrine, besides which Valens had left his See and attempted 
to force himself into another (probably Aquileia), thereby 
raising a tumult, in which a brother bishop, named Victor (or 
Viator), who could no longer fly, was trampled upon, and died 
in that town a few days after. The Pope would sanction the 
letter from the Synod to the Emperors, and he might, more- 
over, make known the acts of the Synod to the bishops of 
Sicily, Sardinia, and Italy.! Marcellus, Athanasius, and 
Asclepius (Asclepas) had been received into communion by 
the Synod, but Ursacius and the others had been deposed and 
excommunicated.” How joyfully Pope Julius agreed to these 
decisions we see from his letter to the Alexandrians in the 
oft-mentioned Apology of S. Athanasius.” 

There is a doubt about the genuineness of the three so- 
called Sardican documents translated into Latin, which Scipio 
Maffei has discovered in the codex at Verona, often before 
mentioned. The first of these is a letter from the Synod to 
the Christians at Mareotis, of which the contents run thus :— 

“From the Synodal Letter to the Alexandrian Church (see 
above, p. 162) you will already know what took place at 
Sardica. “The Synod, however, has written a special letter to 
you to comfort you, because you have suffered so much from 
the heretics, especially from Gregory (the pseudo-bishop of 
Alexandria). You should bear all these troubles patiently, 
as did the Apostle Paul. The Mareotic priest Ingenius has 
indeed also shown much courage,’ and better times are now 
coming, for the Synod has already applied to the Emperors 
that they should no longer allow such things. The Synod has 
declared Athanasius innocent, and deposed others. Concerning 
Gregory (of Alexandria) it is needless to write; he has been 
long since deposed, and whoever has been hitherto deceived 
by him should repent.”* The second document is an alleged 
letter from S. Athanasius to the same Mareotic Churches :— 

' That is, in the provinces immediately under the Papal jurisdiction. 
* Apolog. 8S. Athanas. c. 53. 
3 The name of this Ingenius appears twice in signatures, in Athanasius, A polog. 

. Arian. c. 74, p. 151; and Epiat. Hncyl. ad Kpise.n.7, p. 817, t.i. P. i. ed. Patav, 
* Mansi, t. vi. p. 1217 ; Baller. dc. p. 607 sqq. 

AQ 
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“The Synod had praised the stedfastness of the faithful in 
Mareotis, and had had much sympathy with them. It had 
written to them also separately, although the letter to the 
Alexandrian Church applied as well to the Christians in Mare- 
otis (as belonging to the See of Alexandria).” The foregoing 
document is copied almost word for word, and only transferred 
from the oratio directa to the indirecta. At the close it is 
signed not only by Athanasius, but also by a great number of 
the other bishops present at Sardica.' The third document is 
another letter from S. Athanasius, but addressed to the Church 

at Alexandria. In it he thanks God that his innocence had 
been acknowledged, and then speaks of the wickedness of his 
enemies ; how they had not had the courage to take part in the 
Synod of Rome in 341; of their subsequent behaviour at Sar- 
dica, and how they had been deposed. It is here said, among 

other things, that they had said in so many words: “ What 
have we in common with you? You are Christians, but we 
are enemies of Christ.” The Alexandrians should not have 
allowed themselves to be misled by such people ; but now that 
the Synod had spoken, those who had been led away should 

_ Teturn, At the end the deposition of the Eusebians is again 
mentioned, and the conclusion of the first letter is repeated 
here as in the second.” 

These extracts show, I think, quite sufficiently the spurious- 
ness of these documents. Is it possible that the Eusebians 
would have said of themselves: “We are enemies of Christ”? . 
But apart from this, the whole contents of these three letters 
are lame and feeble. The constant repetition of the same 
words is intolerable, and the whole style pointless and trivial. 
To this it must be added, that the whole of Christian antiquity 
knew nothing of these three documents, which only exist in 
the codex at Verona, so that we cannot acknowledge them as 
genuine. 

Sec. 67. The Cabal of the Eusebians at Philippopolis. 

In strong contrast to the genuine Synodal Letter of 
Sardica is the Encyclical published by the Eusebians from 

1 Mansi, t. vi. p. 1219 ; Baller. lc. p. 609. 
? Mansi, /.c. p. 1221 sqq. ; Baller. Ac. p. 611 aqq. 
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Philippopolis after their separation from the Synod,’ and 
which is also preserved to us by S. Hilary? It is addressed 
first of all immediately to Gregory (the Eusebian bishop) of 
Alexandria, Amphion of Nicomedia, Donatus (the schismatic) 
bishop of Carthage,’ and others, and then generally to all the 
bishops, priests, and deacons of Christendom. In the very 
beginning, the thesis which the Eusebians insisted upon in 
their quarrel with the Orthodox at Sardica is brought forward, 
namely, that a sentence once pronounced by the Church, 
especially regarding the appointment and deposition of a — 
bishop, should remain unalterable. It is then stated that 
Marcellus of Ancyra, that terrible heretic, had put forth and 
published in a book fearful blasphemies against Christ, ascribing 
to the kingdom of Christ a beginning and an end, as though 
He Himself had only become the Image of God by the Incarna- 

' tion;* that Marcellus had falsely interpreted the Holy Scrip- 
tures, and had united the errors of Sabellius, Paul of Samosata, 

and Montanus; that he had already been admonished on this 
account by the Synod of Constantinople in 335, under the 
Emperor Constantine, and when this proved useless, had been 

condemned; that Protogenes of Sardica and the bishop of 
Syracuse had also signed the document which was published 
at that time by the bishops against Marcellus, and yet they 
had now received him into communion. Marcellus, it was 

added, when anathematized in the East, had sought his fortune 
in a foreign land, where he might deceive the simple; but no 
one should hold communion with him or his companions. 

The Encyclical here turns to Athanasius, saying that he 
had profaned the divine mysteries, had broken in pieces a 
holy chalice and altar, overthrown a bishop’s chair, destroyed 
a church (belonging to Ischyras), and imprisoned a priest ;° 
also that he was accused of many acts of violence, such as 
the murder of a bishop and the like, and had, during the holy 

1 Socrat. ii. 20. 
2 Hilar. Pictav. Fragm. iii. p. 1807-1326 ; Mansi, iii. p. 126-140 ; Hard. 

i, p. 671 sqq. 
3 The rightful bishop of Carthage was named Gratus. See above, pp. 97, 1387. 
“See above, pp. 31 aq. 
§ Our text, corrupt in so many places, has presbyferum Narchen, probably 

instead of Jachyram. 
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days of Easter, raged like a tyrant in Alexandria, and sought 
by military and civil force—.e. by imprisonments and corporal 
punishments—to obtain the victory for his party." He did 
not appear at the Synod of Cesarea, but had been condemned 
at Tyre; he had appealed to the Emperor, who had, however, 
recognised his guilt and exiled him. After his return from 
exile he had acted worse than before, had reinstated con- 

demned bishops, even promoted unbelievers (that is to say, 
those who had only shortly before been baptized) to bishoprics, 
and set at nought all law; nay, when through the Synodal 
decree at Antioch another was appointed in his place, he had, 
with the help of the heathen, set fire to a church, destroyed 
an altar, and then taken flight It was added that, after their 
return from banishment, Paul of Constantinople and Marcellus 
of Ancyra had perpetrated most terrible outrages; the latter 
had caused priests to be stripped and dragged about the forum, 
had hung the sacred Host round their necks and desecrated it, 
and had publicly robbed of their clothes and put to shame 
virgins dedicated to God. At Gaza, Asclepas had destroyed 
an altar, and occasioned many disturbances; and at Adrianople, 

Lucius, after his return, had caused the Hosts consecrated by 
(Arian) priests to be thrown to the dogs. Athanasius had 
deceived Pope Julius and other Italian bishops by false 
letters,’ so that they had received him into communion (at 
Rome in 341), and because they had incautiously done this, 
for their own sakes they would not now abandon him. 
Asclepas had been deposed from his See seventeen years before, 
and after him Paul and Lucius; and now, after many of the 
former judges, accusers, and witnesses were dead, they artfully 
demanded a fresh trial in foreign parts, and wanted those very 
Western bishops, who had their own interests to guard, because 
they had received them so incautiously, to be their judges. 
This was, however, contrary to all ecclesiastical discipline, and 

1 See above, pp. 18-20. Cf. pp. 48 sq. 
2 We see that the Eusebians attribute the outrages which occurred at the 

intrusion of Gregory (cf. supr. pp. 18 sq.) to Athanasius. With equal right, one 
who attacks another might throw the blame of the blood shed upon the one 
attacked, because, if he had not defended himself, all would have ended quietly. 

® Here is especially meant the letter of defence of Athanasius sent by the 
Egyptian and Libyan bishops. See above, pp. 53 sq. 
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they were seeking to introduce something quite new, namely, wt 
Orientales episcopi ab Occidentalibus judicarentur. Athanasius 
had while still bishop agreed to the deposition of Asclepas,' 
and Marcellus also would hold no communion with him. 
Further, Paul had been present when they deposed Athanasius 
in 341, and had been one of those who signed the sentence 
against him; now, however, they were all united, and each 
forgave the other. Athanasius had hoped after the death of 
his former judges to obtain a more favourable sentence, and 
Julius, Hosius, and Maximus of Tréves had for this purpose 
brought about the meeting of the Synod of Sardica’ They 
themselves, the Orientals, had appeared there, but had been 
compelled to separate,’ because the other party had from the 
first received Athanasius and Marcellus into communion, and 

had rejected all their proposals. A great number of impious 
men from Constantinople and Alexandria had been present at 
Sardica to support the cause of the murderer, church destroyer, 
chalice breaker, etc. What kind of synod this was, had already 
been proved by the fact that Protogenes of Sardica, who had 
formerly joined in the anathema against Paul and Marcellus, 
now held communion with them. In like manner they had 
granted a place in the synod to Dionysius of Elis, whom they 
had themselves deposed; Bassus of Diocletianapolis, banished 
for his crimes to Syria, had been by them consecrated bishop ; 

and Protogenes now held communion with John (or Aetius ?) 
of Thessalonica, although he had formerly shunned all com- 
munion with him as a concubinarius. The orthodox party 
had desired to force them, by reference to the edicts of the 
Emperors, to take part in the Synod, but this had been im- 
possible; they could not possibly receive Athanasius and 
Marcellus into communion. Their order now was that no one 
should hold communion with Hosius, Protogenes, Athanasius, 

Marcellus, Asclepas, Pope Julius, and their associates, nor 
write to them, or receive letters from them. Let the Synod 
rather, in accordance with the most ancient laws of the Church, 

1 Nothing is anywhere said of this. Possibly Athanasius, who was not him- 
self present at the Synod of Antioch in 830, only did not afterwards expressly 
protest against it. 

2 See above, p. 98. 
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condemn Bishop Julius of Rome, Hosius, Protogenes, Gauden- 
tius (of Naissus), and Maximus of Tréves on accourt of their 
communion with Athanasius, Marcellus, Paul of Constantinople, 
and other offenders, and because they had introduced a new 
heresy, namely, that of Marcellus. At the end of this 
Encyclical the Eusebians add their confession of faita,’ which, 

\yrithont counting an unimportant addition, is word for word 
entical with the fourth Antiochian formula. Finally, ana- 

thema is pronounced against strict Arians, against those who 
teach the doctrine of three Gods, or who do not distinguish 
between the Persons of the Trinity, or who say that the Son 
was not born, or that Christ is not God, or, that He is of the 

nature and not of the will of the Father.’ 
Socrates * relates that the Eusebians had retreated from 

Sardica to Philippopolis, and had there held a cabal, and 
rejected the opoovctos, but had embodied the formula and 
doctrine of ayvomotos in their letters, which they sent every- 
where. This is so far wrong, that the Eusebian symbol not 

_ only does not contain the expression avopovs, but undeniably 
~\ has hardly even a tinge of Semi-Arianism, and certainly not 

‘that decided Arian hue which belongs to the expression 
dvouovos. On the contrary, precisely the chief point of 
Anomean doctrine—i.e. that the Son is érépas ovclas from the 
Father—is there anathematized, and S. Hilary of Poitiers, in 
his work De Synodis,* did not scruple to interpret this symbol 
in an orthodox sense. 

The words of the Eusebians themselves: placuit nobis de 
Sardica scribere, which we read in this Encyclical,’ contradict 
the statement of Socrates, that they had issued it from Philip- 
popolis. Tillemont*® and Remi Ceillier’ maintain that the 
Eusebians here convict themselves of a lie, as in another part 
of their letter they intimate * that it had been composed later 

' Hilary gives this twice : once in our passage (Fragm, iii. p. 1822), again in 
de Synodis, c. 84, p. 1172. Cf. Mansi, t. iii. p. 187. 125. 

* Cf. Athanas. de Synodis, c. 26, i. ii., and above, p. 79. 
3 Soc. ii. 20. * De Synodia, c. 35 aq. 
® In Manai, t. ili. p. 1384; Hilar. Fragm. iii. p. 1319, n. 28. 
* Tillemont, Mémoires, t. vi., in the treatise on the Arians, art. 39, p. 142, 

ed. Brux. T Histoire Générale, t. iv. p. 699. 
* In Hilar. Lc. p. 1817, n. 19 ; Mansi, t. iii. p. 183. 
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than the Encyclical of the orthodox; and as the latter speaks 
of the previous departure of the Eusebians from Sardica, it is 
impossible that it could have been written there. But in our 
opinion this argument does not hold good, for the words of 
the Eusebians: tique (the orthodox) vulgo omnibusque gentibus 
id quod inter nos fuerat referebant,' do not necessarily refer 
exactly to the Encyclical of the orthodox; they might pre- 
viously and in other ways have spread the news. Besides, 
in the passage in question, even the text itself is not quite 
certain, and perhaps instead of gentibus should be read gen- 
tulibus, which would agree quite well with what immediately 
precedes it, and with a former statement that Athanasius had 
promoted heathens to bishoprics.? 

It is, moreover, universally known that the Eusebians first 
issued their Encyclical not from Sardica, but from Philip- 
popolis,” and the dispute is only as to whether they so far 
acted bona fide, considering themselves to be the true Sardican 
Synod,* or whether they purposely intended to deceive and 
to impose upon the readers of their Encyclical, by representing 
their changeling as the genuine offspring of Sardica® It is 
usually said that they were successful in this in Africa, 
where, in consequence of their cunning, only a Semi-Arian 
Council of Sardica was known. The case then stands thus: 
As the orthodox bishop of Carthage, Gratus, was himself 
present at the Council of Sardica, the Eusebians, as we know, 
sent their Encyclical to the Donatist bishop of Carthage. 
To this the Donatists referred later, stating that the Synod of 
Sardica had recognised them; while S. Augustine, on the 
other hand, could only remark: Sardicense Concilium Arian- 
orum futt It is concluded from this that he only knew of 

1It is this passage to which Tillemont and Remi Ceillier appeal in Mansi, 
t. iii. p. 188, and Hilar. ic. 

* Manai, t. iii. p. 180. 
Cf. Walch, Historie der Kirchenvers. p. 180; Fuchs, lc. 150, note; 

Remi Ceillier and Tillemont, U.cc. ; Neander, Kirchengesch. ii. 2 (vol. iv.), p. 
7389, second edition. 

* Fuchs, l.c. 
® See the remarks in Mansi, t. iii. p. 195. Also Tillemont and Remi Ceillier, 

ra caine Contra Crescon. lib. iii. c. 34, lib. 4, c. 44; Eptst. 44 (former y 
163), ad Eleustum, c. 3. 
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an Eusebian Synod of Sardica, and nothing of an orthodox 
Synod.’ However true this may be, it was not in consequence 
of the cunning of the Eusebians in dating their letter from 
Sardica ; for Augustine, in his letter to Eleusius, plainly says, 
that until then he had not seen the Encyclical in question, 

and in -a hasty reading of it had only observed that the Synod 
had rejected Athanasius and Pope Julius) He would, how- 
ever, examine this document at greater leisure. If he did so, 
he must have found from the Eusebians’ own letter that a 
Synod of the orthodox had also taken place at Sardica; and 
as every one who read the Encyclical itself must have arrived 
at this conclusion, the supposition that the Eusebians wanted 
thereby quietly and cunningly to put the orthodox Synod out of 
sight, and substitute themselves, is not borne out. The truth 

is rather, that, without denying the existence of the opposite 
party, they laid claim to having formed the true Synod of 
Sardica themselves, : 

Sec. 68. Is the Synod of Sardica Gicumenical ? 

Finally, it must be asked whether the Synod of Sardica 
is to be reckoned among the General Councils or not; a 
question which has already been much agitated, and which 
I have expressly discussed in the Tibinger Theologischer 
Quartalschrift of the year 1852, where I have shown that 
the cecumenical character of this Synod certainly cannot be 
proved. It is indeed true that it was the design of Pope 
Julius, as well as of the two Emperors, Constantius and Con- 
stans, to summon a General Council at Sardica,? but we do 
not find that any such actually took place; and the history of 
the Church points to many like cases, where a Synod was 
probably intended to be cecumenical, and yet did not attain 
that character.’ In the present case, the Eastern and Western 
bishops were indeed summoned, but by far the greater number 
of the Eastern bishops were Eusebians, and therefore Semi- 
Arians, and, instead of acting in a better mind in union with 

' Baron. ad ann. 347, n. 62, c. 72-74, 96-98 ; Remi Ceillier, J.c. pp. 698, 
699 ; Tillemont, Jc. 

* See above, pp. 84, 90. 
3 Cf. vol. i. p. 8. [The Latrocinium of Ephesus in 449 is a classical instance. } 
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the orthodox, they separated themselves and formed a cabal 
of their own at Philippopolis. 

We cannot indeed agree with those who maintain that the . 
departure of the Eusebians in itself rendered it impossible for 
the Synod to be cecumenical, or it would be in the power of 
heretics to make an Cicumenical Council possible or not. We 
cannot, however, overlook the fact that, in consequence of this 

withdrawal, the great Eastern Church was far more poorly 
represented at Sardica, and that the entire number of bishops 
present did not even amount to a hundred.’ So small a 
number of bishops can only form a General Council, if the 
great body of their absent colleagues subsequently give their 
express consent to what has been decided. This was not, 
however, the case at the Synod of Sardica. The decrees were 
no doubt at once sent for acceptance and signature to the 
whole of Christendom, but not more than about two hundred 

of those bishops who had been absent signed, and of these, 
ninety-four, or nearly half, were Egyptians. Out of the whole 
of Asia only a few bishops from the provinces of Cyprus and 
Palestine signed, not one from the other Eastern provinces ; 
and even from the Latin Church in Africa, which at that time 

numbered at least three hundred bishops, we meet with very 
few names.? We cannot give much weight to the fact that’ 
the Emperor Constantius refused to acknowledge the decrees 
of Sardica ; it is of much greater importance that no single 
later authority declared it to be a General Council. Natalis 
Alexander*® is indeed of opinion that because Pope Zosimus, 
in the year 417 or 418, cited the fifth canon of Sardica as 
Nicene, and a Synod held at Constantinople in 382 cited the 
sixth as Nicene, the Synod must evidently have been con- 
sidered as an appendix to that of Nicwa, and therefore its 
equal, that is, must have been honoured as ecumenical. But 
we have already shown how Zosimus and the bishops of Con- 
stantinople had been led into this confusion from the defects 
of their manuscript collections of the canons.‘ 

1 See above, p. 93. 
* We find the result of this circulation of the decrees of Sardica in c. 50 of the 

Apology of S. Athanasius contra Arianos of the year 350. See above, p. 93. 
3 Natalis Alexander, Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. diss. 27, art. iii. 
4 Cf. vol. i. p. 856, supr. p. 183. Also the successors of Zosimus, Boniface, and . 
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Athanasius, Sulpicius Severus, Socrates, and the Emperor 

Justinian were cited in later times for the cecumenical 
character of this Synod. Athanasius calls it a peyadAy 
avvosos;' Sulpicius Severus says it was ex toto orbe convocata;? 
and Socrates relates that “ Athanasius and other bishops had 
demanded an (icumenical Synod, and that of Sardica had been 
then summoned.”? It is clear at the first glance that the two 
last authorities only prove that the Synod had been intended 
to be'a general one, and the expression “great Synod,” used 
by Athanasius, cannot be taken as simply identical with 
cecumenical. While, however, the Emperor Justinian, in his 
edict of 346, on the three chapters, calls the Synod of Sardica 
cecumenical,* he yet in the same edict (p. 303), as well as in 
other places, does not reckon it among the General Councils, 
of which he counts four. To this.must be added, first, that 
the Emperor is not the authority entitled to decide as to the 
character of an (Ecumenical Synod ; and secondly, that the 
expression universale concilium was employed in a wider sense 
in speaking of those Synods which, without being general, 
represented a whole patriarchate, as we have already explained 
above.° 

The Trullan Synod and Pope Nicholas the First are further 
appealed to. The former in its second canon approved of the 
Sardican canons, and Pope Nicholas said of them: omnis 
Ecclesia recipit eos.’ But this in no way contains a declaration 
that the Synod of Sardica was cecumenical, for the canons of 
many other Councils also—for instance, Ancyra, Neocesarea, 
and others—were generally received without: those synods 
themselves being therefore esteemed cecumenical. Nay, the 
Trullan Synod itself speaks for us; for had it held the 
Synod of Sardica to be the second General Council, it would 
have placed its canons immediately after those of Nicea, - 
whereas they are placed after the four ancient General 

Celestine, even Leo the Great and the twelfth Synod of Toledo in 681, made this 
confusion, cf. Hard. t. ii. pp. 26, 38; t. iii. p. 1720, n. 4; Ballerin. Opp. S. 
Leonis M. t. ii. p. 1171, and T%ib. Quartalechr. 1852, p. 402 sqq. 

1 Apolog. contra Arian. c. i. ? Sulp. Sev. Hist. lib. ii. 
® Socrat. Hist. Hecl. lib. ii. c. 20. . ‘In Hard. t. iii. p. 317 A. 
8 Vol. i. p. 4. ¢ Harduin, t. iii. p. 1659 C. 
7 Harduin, t. iii. pp. 185 B, 1814 A. 
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Councils, and from this we see that the Trullan Synod 
did not reckon the Sardican among those Councils, but after 
them. 

To this it must be added, that the highest Church 
authorities speak most decidedly against the Synod _ being 
cecumenical. We may appeal first to Augustine, who only 
knew of the Eusebian assembly at Sardica, and nothing at all 
of an orthodox Synod in that place ;} which would have been 
clearly impossible, if it had at that time been counted among 
the cecumenical synods.” Pope Gregory the Great and S. 
Isidore of Seville speak still more plainly. They only know 
of four ancient General Councils—those of Nicsza, Constanti- 

nople, Ephesus, and Chalcedon.’ The objection of the Bal- 
lerini,* that Gregory and Isidore did not intend to enumerate 
the most ancient general synods as such, but only those which 
issued important dogmatic decrees, is plainly quite arbitrary, 
and therefore without force. 

Under such circumstances, it is natural that among the 
later scholars by far the greater majority should have answered 
the question, whether the Synod of Sardica is cecumenical, in 
the negative, as have Cardinal Bellarmin,’ Peter de Marca,® 
Edmund Richer,’ Fleury, Orsi, Sacharelli, Tillemont, Du-Pin, 
Berti, Ruttenstock Robrbacher, Remi Ceillier Stolberg,’ 
Neander,” and others. 

On the other hand, Baronius,” Natalis Alexander,” the 

' Cf. above, pp. 171 sq. 
2 Cf. Quartalschrift, 1852, p. 407. 
? Gregor. M. liber ii, Epist. 10. Isidor. Hispal. Htymolog. liber vi. c. 16 ; 

see above, p. 2. 
* In their edition of the works of 8. Leo, t. iii. p. 1., and in Galland, De Vetustis 

Canonum Collect. t. i. p. 301. 
® De Controversiis Christ. Fidei, t. ii. pp. 5 and 8, ed. Colon. 1615. 
© De Concord. Sacerdotii et Imp. lib. vii. c. 8, n. 5. 
? Historia Concil. Gen. t. i. p. 89. 
* Histoire Générale des Auteurs Sacres, t. iv. p. 697 ; Remi Ceillier here says 

Tightly : ‘‘l’église qui est l’arbitre de ces sortes de questions, n’a point jugé & 
propos de lui donner rang parmi ceux qu'elle respecte sous ce titre.” 

9 Gesch. der Relig. Jeau Chr. vol. x. p. 490 aq. 
© Kirchengesch. second edition, vol. iii. p. 349. 
1) Annales, ad ann. 847, n. 7-9; cf. Tiibing. Quartalechr, Uc. p. 412. 
13 Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. diss. 27, art. iii. 
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brothers Ballerini,’ Mansi,? and Palma; have sought to main- 
tain the cecumenical character of the Synod; but as early 
as the seventeenth century the Roman censors condemned the 
direct: assertion of Natalis Alexander* on the subject. 

1 In their edition of the works of S. Leo, t. iii. p. xlix., also in Galland, lc. 

pp. 300 sqq. 
2 In his additions to Natal. Alex. Hist. Hecl. lc. 

3 Prelectiones Hist. Eccl. quas in Collegio Urbano habuit, Jo. Bapt. Palma, 
Rome 1838, t. i. P. ii. p. 85. 

‘Cf. Natal. Alex. U.c. ; Scholion, iii. t. iv. p. 460, ed. Venet. 1778. 



BOOK V. 

THE INTERVAL BETWEEN THE COUNCIL OF SARDICA AND - 

THE SECOND GENERAL COUNCIL. 

a aed 

SEC. 69. Return of S. Athanasius from his Second Exile. Synods 
of Antioch, Jerusalem, and Alexandria. The Synod of 
Cologne against Euphrates, 

T was clearly impossible that the events at Sardica could 
again restore to the Church the peace disturbed since 

the appearance of Arius. On the contrary, the division now 
became still greater than at the time of the Synod of Nicea. 
Then, the number of actual Arians was still small, and the 
semi-Arian Eusebians would not, outwardly at least, separate 
themselves from the Church; now, however, at Sardica, they 

came forward in open opposition to the Church, and thus 
strengthened the party to which, from the beginning, they had 
felt themselves drawn by a spiritual affinity. Their object 
was to obtain by force the universal recognition of Semi- 
Arianism (this name, however, was not in existence at that 

time) throughout the whole East, as far as the dominion of the 
Emperor Constantius extended; and they could the better 
hope for this, as in fact a far greater number of Eastern 
bishops stood on the Eusebian and Arian side than on the 
Nicene and Sardican. 

In order to gain this end, on their departure from Sardica, 
before, during, and immediately after their stay at Philippo- 
polis, they began a great persecution of the Nicene-minded 
bishops in the LEast-Roman Empire, which Athanasius 
describes in his Historia Arianorum ad Monachos, though 

1 Historia Arianorum ad Monachba, c. 18, 19. 

Il. M 
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not in exact chronological order, so that he combined in one 
what occurred during the (orthodox) Synod of Sardica, and 
what took place afterwards.' While the Synod of Sardica 
was still assembled, Constantius, on the complaints of the 
Eusebians, sentenced to deposition and banishment the two 
bishops, Asterius of Arabia and Arius (according to others 
Macarius) of Palestine, who had separated themselves from 
the Eusebians at Sardica,? as well as the bishops, Lucius of 
Adrianople and Diodorus of Tenedos, who had also dis- 
tinguished themselves at Sardica; but Theodulus of Trajanople 
and Olympius of Eno Rodope they had so calumniated to the 
Emperor, that he pronounced the sentence of death upon 
both, and they were only able to save themselves by flight.* 
Moreover, at Adrianople, because the congregation of that 
place, adhering to their bishop, Lucius, refused communion to 

the Eusebians, ten laymen were executed, and two priests 

and three deacons exiled to Armenia.* 
Whilst this took place in Thrace, the Eusebians had 

obtained from the Emperor a decree concerning Egypt also, 
that watches should be set at the gates of the towns to 
hinder by force the entrance of those who had received from 
the Synod of Sardica permission to return. Should, however, 
Athanasius and any of his priests mentioned by name in the 
decree dare to return to Alexandria, they were to be seized, 

and sentenced to death. Athanasius, in relating this, adds, 

“Thus has the new heresy not only denied the Lord, but also 
taught murder.” ® 

Under such circumstances, Athanasius could, of course, 

not return to his diocese. He went instead from Sardica to 
Naissus in Dacia (the birthplace of Constantine the Great), 
and from thence to Aquileia, whither he had been summoned 
by his protector the Emperor Constans,° who also arrived there 

1 For instance, he relates here (/.c. c. 19) the persecution of Bishop Theodulus 
of Trajanople in connection with events which only took place after the Synod 
of Sardica. And yet the bishop died even before the Synod of Sardica dispersed, 
as appears from its Encyclical in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 45. Cf. the notes 
of Benedictine editors on Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 19. 

3 See p. 161. * Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 18, 19. 
* Ibid. c. 18. 5 Ibid. c. 19. 
® Cf. Athanas. Apolog. ad Imperat. Constantium, c. 4. Athanasius celebrated 
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at that time." The Synod of Sardica, however, sent two 
legates, the Bishops Vincent of Capua and Euphrates of 
Cologne, to Constantius, to obtain his permission for the 
return of Athanasius. The Emperor Constans gave them a 
magister militum, named Salias, as an escort, and letters of 

recommendation to his brother.” Theodoret says that they 
also contained the threat that if Constantius did not recall 
Athanasius, Constans would himself conduct him back to 

Alexandria, and drive away his enemies. Philostorgius, 
Socrates, and Sozomen ® also speak of this threat ; but the two 

latter say that Constans had first entreated his brother in 
friendly words to recall Athanasius, and only when this 
proved fruitless, menaced war. Tillemont thinks, however, 

we should give the preference to Theodoret’s account, and 
adds that even if Athanasius is silent on this point, it would 
still seem to be true, for Lucifer of Cagliari also asserted 
afterwards in presence of Constantius that “only fear had 
moved him to recall Athanasius.” And Constantius himself 
declared, “ That only in order to preserve friendship with his 
brother had he done so.”* 

The two legates, Vincent and Euphrates, immediately set 

off for the East, to meet the Emperor Constantius ; but at 
Antioch the Arian-minded bishop, Stephen, played them a 
villanous trick, which has scarcely its equal in _ history. 
Through a certain Onajer he appointed a prostitute to come to 
the inn where the two bishops were staying, under the pretext 
that a young traveller who had arrived there wanted her. She 
came the next night (it was Eastertide, 344), and was shown 

Easter 344 at Naissus ; at Easter 845, he was at Aquileia, as appears from the 
newly-discovered Festal Letters of S. Athanasius. See in Larsow, the Festal 
Letters of 8. Athanasius, pp. 81, 82. 

1 Tbid. c. 8, c. 15. Athanasius was falsely accused of having at that time 
excited the Emperor Constans against his brother Constantius, and defends him- 
self against this (c. 3). In the other passage (c. 15) he speaks of service having 
been held in a church not yet consecrated at Aquileia, in presence of the 
Emperor Constans. He says this in his own defence, because he had done 
the same. 

2 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 20; Theod. Hist. Ecel, ii. 8. 
8 Philostorg. Fragm. lib. iii. n. 12, p. 485, ed. Mogunt. ; Hist. Hecl. Theo- 

doreti, ete. ; Socrat. ii. 22; Sozom. iii. 20. 
* Tillemont, etc., t. viii. note 62, sur S. Athanas. p. 295, ed. Brux. 
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by Onajer into the room where the aged Euphrates slept. He 
awoke at her entrance, asked who had come, and believed, 
when he heard a female voice and the nature of her answer, 

that it could be none other than the devil. The girl was 
equally astonished when she saw an old man, and recognised 
him for a bishop. Both made a noise, at which several servants 
came, and a great tumult followed: the whole wicked trick 
was discovered, especially by the open avowal of the girl The 
Emperor himself summoned a synod to try the case, and Bishop 
Stephen was deposed.’ 

This is, doubtless, the same Synod of Antioch which drew 
up a new confession of faith, called, on account of its length, 

paxpootiyos, and of which Athanasius® speaks. He says that 
it was held three years after the Antiochian Synod in Enceeniis, 
and therefore in the summer of 344; and this is exactly the 
time when a synod met at Antioch, assembled about the de- 
position of Stephen. The fact that all former Synodal historians 
place this new Synod before that of Sardica, must not mislead 
us, as the true date of the Sardican assembly was unknown. 
The formula paxpoottyos first repeats the fourth Antiochian 
Creed of 341 almost word for word, and like it anathematizes 
the chief Arian propositions, but adds more detailed explana- 
tions, directed partly against the Arians, the Sabellians, Mar- 

cellus of Ancyra, and Scotinos (ie. Photinus*), but also partly 
against Athanasius, because he had disputed the sentence: 
“the Father begat the Son of His will”*® It is especially 
worthy of notice that already in this creed the Semi-Arian 
Shibboleth, “the Son resembles the Father in all things” (xara 
mavra duov0s), finds expression. The Eusebians sent this new 
formula by the Bishops Eudoxius of Germanicia, Martyrius, 

' Thus relate Athanasius, Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 20, and still more 
circumstantially, Theodoret, ii. 9, 10. 

* See above, pp. 85, 89. 
8 Athanas. De Synodis, c. 26 ; Socrat. ii. 19, 20 ; Sozom. iii. 11; Mansi, t. 

ii, 1862; Hard. t. i. 627. 

* Photinus (¢#essés) means ‘‘man of light ;” they, however, ironically named 
. him ‘‘ man of darkness.” 

. § That which comes of the will is accidental; the Son, however, is absolute, 
therefore begotten, not of the will, but of the nature of the Father. Cf. Athanas. 
Orat. III. cont. Arian. c. 62; Neander, Kirchengeach. second edition, ii. p. 787, 
note 2. Cf. below, p. 194, note 2. 
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and Macedonius of Mopsuestia, to the West, and they arrived 
there just as the Latin bishops were holding a synod in Milan. 
The former erroneous date of the Synod of Sardica gave rise 
to the opinion that this Synod of Milan also had preceded 
that of Sardica, and had taken place at the very time that 
Athanasius was summoned by the Emperor Constans to Milan, 
before his departure for Sardica.' But it is in fact a later 
Synod of Milan, after that of Sardica, which is here mentioned, 
and of which we shall shortly” give a more particular account. 

The above-mentioned Euphrates of Cologne is the same 
who was said to have been deposed at a Synod of Cologne 
in 346, for his attachment to the Arian heresy. The chief 
objection which had hitherto been brought against the genuine- 
ness of these Acts of Cologne was built upon the fact that the 
Council of Sardica had only taken place in 347, and that 
Euphrates was still at that time a most zealous opponent of 
the Arians. This chief objection has now, indeed, disappeared, 

and it may be that Euphrates, while at the Synod of Sardica, 
and at the time of his journey as ambassador in 344, still 
belonged entirely to the Orthodox side, but soon after went 
over to Amanism. The Acts of Sardica, however, say very 

expressly that Euphrates had already, long before his deposi- 
tion, shown a leaning towards Arianism, and had been on 
that account repeatedly warned by his colleagues, and even 
in the presence of Athanasius (therefore probably during the 
latter's stayin Gaul). According to this, his fall had been by 
no means a sudden one. But this is directly contradicted by 
his behaviour at Sardica, and by his being chosen as Synodal 
legate. To this must be added, that if this really had taken 
place, Athanasius would have displayed: less sympathy for 
Euphrates in his Historia Arianorum ad Monachos, which he 
wrote after his return to Alexandria, therefore later than October 

346,° and would hardly have been silent concerning his fall. 
There are, besides, many other reasons against this Synod of 
Cologne, especially the total silence of all contemporary and 
of all ancient writers, even of the special historians of heresy, 
for instance, Philastrius, up to the ninth century. A circum- 
stantial proof of the spuriousness of the Acts of the Council of 

1 See above, p. 85. * See below, p. 189. 2 See c. 25 of the Hist. Arian. 
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Cologne was given by Harzheim, Concil. Germ. t. i.; Binterim, 
Pragmatische Gesch. der Deutschen Concilien ;' and Rettberg in 
his Kirchengesch. Deutschlands ;? against whom the learned 
Jesuit de Buck and Dr. Friedrich of Munich have lately 

argued in favour of this Synod of Cologne.’ 
After the deposition of Stephen, another Eusebian, Leon- 

tius Castratus, received the See of Antioch. What had 
occurred, however, caused the Emperor Constantius to recall 
many banished orthodox priests, to forbid further persecution 
of Athanasius and his adherents, and, ten months later, after 

the death of the pseudo-Bishop Gregory, even to invite him 
to return to his bishopric, while he allowed no one else to 
occupy the See of Alexandria.® 

Constantius now addressed three short letters, which are 
still extant, to Athanasius, to the effect that “he should 

come to him at the Court, that he might be from thence 
reinstalled in his bishopric. He might undertake this journey 
without any fear or scruple, for the Emperor would have 
even before reinstated him if he had requested it; and the 
public carriages were also assigned to his use for the journey.”® 
The third letter, especially, shows that Athanasius did not at 

1 Vol. i. p. 357 8qq. 3 Part i. p. 128. 
3 Friedrich, Kirchengesch. Deutschlands, vol. i. 1867, pp. 277-300. 
* Reuch. Theol. Literaturblait, 1866, No. 11, p. 847. 
* Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monach.c. 21. The chronological statement given 

in this passage is probably to be understood thus: About Easter 344, the affair 
of Euphrates of Antioch, took place, on account of which, a few weeks later, a 
synod was held, Bishop Stephen deposed, and Leontius raised to his place. In 
consequence of this, Constantius recalled many adherents of S. Athanasius (in 
the summer of 344). Ten months later, Gregory of Alexandria died, on the 26th 
of June 345, as says the preface to the Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, No. xviii. 
This preface, indeed, gives the death of Gregory in the same year in which it 
reports the return of 8. Athanasius, viz. 346 ; but he places these two events 
together, not on account of their chronological proximity, but because of their 
intrinsic connection. If Athanasius returned to Alexandria in 346, Gregory 
must necessarily have been already dead in 345, as Constantius only invited 
Athanasius to return after the death of Gregory, and, as he himself says, he 
waited for Athanasius a full year before he even began his return journey. 
Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monach. c. 21 sq., and Apolog. c. Arian. c. 51. 
According to Theodoret (ii. 4. 12), Gregory, after having desolated his flock, like 
a wild beast, for six years, was murdered by his own adherents ; cf. Mamachi, de 
ratione temporum, Athanas. p. 190, n. 5. 

® Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 31; Hist. Arian. ad Monack. c. 21. 
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the first invitation immediately set out, but, on the contrary, 
hesitated a long time.' 

Constantius wrote at.the same time to his brother Constans 
that “he had waited for Athanasius already a whole year, and 
had not allowed the See of Alexandria to be again filled.? 

When these letters arrived Athanasius was still at Aquileia. 
At the command of his well-wisher Constans, he visited him 

again in Gaul,’ and went then to Rome, where exceeding joy 
reigned on account of his recall* At his departure Pope Julius 
gave him letters of congratulation to the diocese of Alexan- 
dria ;° and all other bishops also, whom he met on his journey, 
held communion with hin.® 

At Antioch he met the Emperor Constantius, was very 
kindly received, obtained permission for his return, and begged 
that his accusers might be brought face to face with him. To 
this last the Emperor did not agree, but he caused all the 
written charges against Athanasius then in existence to be 
destroyed, and promised not to believe any fresh charges 
against him.’ At the same time, he sent letters to all the 
bishops of Egypt, to the diocese of Alexandria, to his Prefect 
in that place, Nestorius, and other officials, with regard to the 
.return of Athanasius.* 

During his stay in Antioch, Athanasius took no part in the 
service held by the Eusebian bishop of that city, Leontius, but 
joined the Eustathians in a private house; and when the Em- 
peror once expressed the wish that he should leave the Arians 
at least one church in Alexandria, Athanasius replied that he 
would do so as soon as the same was granted to the Catholics in 
Antioch. The Arians, however, did not agree to this proposal.’ 

On his further journey to Alexandria, Athanasius also visited 

1 Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 51. 
* Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachoa, c. 21. 

3 Athanas. Apol. ad Imper. Constantium, c. 4. 
* Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 51. The Benedictine editors, in their Vita 

A thanasii, p. 48, ed. Patav., are of opinion that Athanasius first went from 
Aquileia to Rome, and onlf from thence to Gaul. 

5 Preserved to us in Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 52 sq. 6 Ibid. c. 61. 
7 Athanas A pol. ad Imper. Constant. c. 5, and Hist, Arian. ad Monachos, c. 22. 
* They are preserved in Athanas, Apol. c. Arian. c. 54-56 incl., and Hist. 

Arian, c. 28. 
9 Sourat. ii, 23; Sozom. iii. 20. 
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Jerusalem, where Bishop Maximus was then holding a synod, 
which solemnly acknowledged him as a member of the Church, 
and sent a letter of congratulation to the Alexandrians.' At 
last, towards the end of 346, after more than six years’ absence, 
Athanasius once more reached his own diocese, and on the 

21st October 346 was received with very great rejoicings.’ 
He at once held a synod for the confirmation of the Sardican 
decrees and united energy with wise caution and gentleness, 
in order to win over even his former adversaries to himself 
and to the Nicene faith. More than four hundred bishops from 
henceforth, as he says, held communion with him; those of 
Rome, the whole of Italy, Calabria, Bruttia, Sicily, Sardinia, 
Corsica, the whole of Africa, Gaul, Britain, Spain, Pannonia, 

Norica, Dalmatia, Dardania, Dacia, Mysia, Macedonia, Thessaly, 

the whole of Achaia, Crete,Cyprus, Lysia,and the greater number 
from Palestine, Isauria, Egypt, Thebes, Libya, and Pentapolis.° 

Like Athanasius, Paul of Constantinople, Asclepas of Gaza, 

Marcellus of Ancyra, and others were now reinstated in their 
bishoprics, the latter, however, not without strife and difficulty, 

for Basil of Ancyra, the Eusebian occupant of his See, would 
not of his own will retire.® 

Sec. 70. Synod of Carthage. 

A few years before the Synod of Sardica, Bishop Cecilian 
of Carthage, on whose account the Donatists had separated 
from the Church, had died, and Bishop Gratus of Carthage 
was now the head of the Orthodox. We have seen him before 
at the Council of Sardica, among other African bishops, at 
whose representation the Emperor Constans sent two high - 

1 Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 57; Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 25; Hard. i. 
690; Mansi, iii. 174. 

2 Cf. Hist. Arian. ad Monach. c. 25, and Gregor. Nazianz. Encom. S. Athanas. 
~ gec. 16. Cf. the Vita Athanasis, p. 49 of the Benedictine edition (Patav.), 

Mohler’s Athanas. ii. pp. 82-85, and the preface to the newly- discovered Festal 
Letters of 8. Athanasius, in Larsow, p. 82, No. xviii, 

3 Socrat. ii. 26 ; Sozom. iv. 1. 
4 Cf. Mohler, Athanasius, vol. ii. p. 85, and what is there cited from Gregory 

of Nazianzus. 
5 Athanas, Hist. Arian. ad Monach. c. 28. 
® Socrat. ii, pp. 20-22 ; Sozom. iii. p. 24. 
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officers, Paul and Macarius, with rich presents of money 

to Africa,’ to be dispensed in the name of the Emperor for 
the support of all the poor, including the Donatists, and to 
exhort all to peace and unity. His general idea was by this 
means partly to support the impoverished Africans, and partly 
to win back to the Church many Donatists. The heads of 
the Donatists, however, warned their adherents against these 

favours, and in the town of Bage their bishop, also Donatus 
by name, raised a regular tumult of the Circumcellions. 
‘The rebels, at first victorious, were soon defeated, and 

Macarius, in the name of the Emperor, now had resort to such 
violent and severe measures, that the ¢empora Macariana were 
long after named by the Donatists with curses. Bishop 
Donatus of Bags and others of the most unruly were executed, 
and many fled, but many more outwardly joined the Church. 
The Donatist service was forbidden, and the schism appeared 
to be entirely destroyed, and, in fact, it never dared openly to 
break out again under Constans and Constantius,” 

The Catholic bishops of Africa, however, under the presi- 
dency of Gratus, now held a Synod at Carthage, between 345 
and 348, to thank God that the schism had ended, and to 
draw up wholesome rules for the Church. The first two 
canons of this Synod have reference to the Donatists. The 
first canon forbids the repetition of baptism, and the second 
canon declares that those who (like many Circumcellions) had 
destroyed themselves were not to be honoured as martyrs. 
The twelve other canons concerned the discipline of the 
Church, without reference to the Donatists. The third and 

fourth canons order that clerics and nuns, widowers and 
widows, may not live together with strange men or women ;’ 
the fifth canon, that no bishop shall receive a strange cleric 

! This mission, and also the Synod of Carthage in question, took place shortly 
after the Council of Sardica was ended. It is generally placed in 348, chiefly 
going upon the supposition that the Sardican Synod was heldin 847. But Tille- 
mont has brought forward another and certainly weak reason for the date 348, 
and even Mansi here agrees with him. Cf. Tillemont, Mémoires, t. vi., in the 
treatise les Donatistes, art. 45, p. 47, ed. Brux., and Mansi, t. iii. pp. 98, 118. 

2 Cf. our treatise on the Donatists in the Kirchenlexicon by Wetzer and Welte, 
vol. iii. p. 259, and Optat. Milev. de Schismatic. Donatist. lib. iii. c. 1, 2. 

2 Cf. canon 8 of Nicea, vol. i. p. 380. 
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without a letter from his own bishop, and shall ordain no 
stranger without the knowledge of his bishop;’-the sixth 
canon, that clerics shall abstain from all secular business ; 
the seventh canon, that no stranger shall be admitted to 
receive the communion in another church, without a letter 

of recommendation from his own bishop; the eighth canon, 
that no one who is a steward or guardian, and the ninth, that 
no one who carries on business for others may be ordained. 
The tenth canon, that no cleric shall injure the rest through 
jealousy ; the eleventh canon, that haughty clerics shall be 
punished ; and the twelfth, that the agreements they have 
made with one another shall be held to. The thirteenth 
canon, in conclusion, forbids clerics to practise usury; and 

the fourteenth canon threatens with severe punishment any 
who violate these laws.’ 

SEc. 71. Photinus, and the first Synods held on his account. 

We have already before mentioned the repeated attacks of 
the Eusebians upon the orthodoxy of Bishop Photinus of Sir- 
mium, and now, soon after the Synod of Sardica, he was the 

cause of a series of new synods. 
As is known, Marcellus of Ancyra had, in order to deprive 

the Arians of their arguments against the Nicene faith, 
allowed himself to be drawn into heterodox statements. His 
apa@rov eddos is his distinction between the Logos and the 
Son.® He named the union of the Logos with the man 
Jesus, the Son; but the Logos he regarded as equivalent to 
the Divine Intelligence, which did not come forth from the 
Father before the creation of the world, but remained silent 

in Him. He thus approached Sabellianism, in not acknow- 
ledging the eternal hypostasis of the Logos,—His eternal 
personal existence. On the other side, Marcellus was accused 

' Cf. canons 13 and 15 of Sardica. See above, pp. 147, 151. 
* The text of these canons of the Council are to be found in Manai, t. iii. p. 

143 sqq., and in another recension of the text, ibid. p. 151 sqq.; also in Hard. 
t. i. p. 683; and, best of all, in Bruns, /.c. p. 111 sqq. ; in German, in Fuchs, 

Biblioth. der Kirchenversamml. vol. iii. p. 30 sqq. Fuchs has here given a 
general introduction, well worth reading, on the subject of the African Synods. 

3 See above, p. 31. 
( 

( 
| 
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of Samosatenism and Ebionitism, as his Christ, in distinction 

to the Logos, was not truly divine, and the évépyea Spactiny 
of God only dwelt and operated in Him.’ 

These rudiments of doctrine are said to have been further 
developed by his pupil Photinus, born in Ancyra, for a con- 
siderable time deacon in that place under Marcellus, and 
afterwards bishop of Sirmium in Pannonia;? but from the 
inaccuracy of our authorities, it is difficult to decide what 
statement belongs to Marcellus, and what is peculiar to | 
Photinus ; and especially concerning the latter's doctrine of 
the Trinity, hardly anything is known; 

Moreover, it was not Photinus’ doctrine of the Trinity, but 
his Christology, which called forth such active opposition. 
He lowered Christ to a man, who for His virtues had been 

glorified of God, and adopted as His Son; because on the 
very ground of His moral perfection, the Logos (in fact, the 

évépyera Spactixn) had dwelt in Him very especially, and 
through Him had worked miracles.£ According to Marius 
Mercator, he considered Christ as simply a son of Joseph 
and Mary ;° but, according to Epiphanius, Vigilius of Tapsus 
and Cassian, he, like Marcellus, ascribed to Him a supernatural 
birth. The latter opinion appears to us most probable, 
although lately Zahn,’ in his work on Marcellus of Ancyra, 
has declared in favour of the first—the downright Ebionitism 
of Photinus. If, however, Epiphanius maintains that, ac- 
cording to the opinion of Photinus, the man Christ was 
brought into being by the descent of the Logos from His 
power, thus lowering Himself to a human existence,® he has 

1 But Marcellus’ opinions were really neither Ebionite nor Sabellian, and he 
opposed Sabellianism. Cf. Zahn, Marcellus of Ancyra, Gotha 1867, pp. 191- 
215. 

? Ruins of Sirmium (the birthplace of the Emperor Probus) are still to be 
found at Mitrowitz, in the country of Peterwardein. 

* Zahn, lc. p. 189 sqq. 
* Cf. the passage from Vigil of Tapsus, in Baur, Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit, 

vol. i. p. 547, note. ' 
5 Marius Mercator, Diss. de XIT. Anathem. Nestorii, p. 164, in Baur, Lehre 

von der Dreieinigkeit, vol. i. p. 547, note. - 
6 Epiphan. Her. 71. 3; Baur, .c. p. 546 sq. note 40. 
7 Zahn, p. 191 sqq. 
8 Cf. Baur, lc. p. 547, note; Dorner, Lehre von der Person Christi, vol. i. 

pp- 881, 882, note. 
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probably misunderstood the twelfth anathema of the Synod of 
Sirmium of 351 (according to Hilary, the eleventh anathema), 
and is of opinion that the statement there rejected, of a trans- 
formation of the Logos into human nature, had been a doctrine 
held by Photinus ; whilst, more probably, Photinus reproached 
the orthodox Church with holding this opinion, and therefore 
the Synod, in defence of the orthodox doctrine, anathematized 
it. However this may be, the connection between the 
doctrine of Photinus and Ebionitism and Samosatenism is in 
any case easily recognised. 

The first anathema upon these, as we before saw, was pro- 
nounced by the Eusebians at the Synod of Antioch in 344, 
in their long confession of faith, the so-called paxpooreyos, 
where they ironically give Photinus (dwresvés, “man of 
light”) the name of oxorewos, “man of darkness,” and place 
him on just the same footing with Marcellus.” From that 
time a series of synods, Eusebian as well as Orthodox, occupied 

themselves with censuring the doctrine of Photinus. The 
statements of the ancient Fathers are, however, so doubtful 

and uncertain with regard to the determination of the time 
and place of many of them, that a series of their different 
arrangements was drawn up on this subject by learned men, 
as in the case of the chronological points in the life of S. Paul. 
Of those who principally came forward in this direction were 
Baronius, Petavius, Sirmond, Larroque, Peter de Marca, Tille- 

mont, Pagi, Constant, Fabricius, Mansi, Montfaucon, Remi 

Ceillier, and others; it would, however, lead us too far, and 

hardly repay the trouble, if we were to bring forward all their 
reasons for and against, and compare them.’ The truth appears 

1 Klose, History and Doctrine of Marcellus of Ancyra and Photinus, 1837, 
p. 78 sq. 

7In Athanas. De Synodis, c. 26, n. v. et vi. p. 591, ed. Patav. They here 
ascribe to both the doctrine that the Logos is not eternal, and that the kingdom 
of the Son should have an end. How Marcellus understood the last puint we 
showed above, p. 105; but whether Photinus agreed in this is doubtful. Cf. 
Baur, J.c. p. 548 ; Dorner, J.c. p. 882. 

3 A review of these different chronological systems is given by Walch, Keézer- 
historie, vol. iii. pp. 52-56. The principal writings on it are: Petav. Diss. de 
Photino, etc., printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 185 sqq., and the refutation by 
Sirmond, Diatriba, examen continens, etc., printed in the Dissertations of Marca, 

De Concordia Sacerdotii et Imp. p. 380 sqq. of the Frankfort edition of 1708. 
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to me to be, that already, about 345, soon after the end of the 
Sardican Synod, the orthodox bishops, at a Synod at Milan, 
found it necessary to pronounce on their part also the anathema 
against Photinus, especially as otherwise, on account of their 
relation to Marcellus of Ancyra, they might easily have been 
thought to favour this erroneous doctrine. Hilary speaks 
very shortly of this Synod of Milan in his second Fragment} 
remarking that Photinus had been by it condemned as an 
heretic. The attention of the Synod, however, was occu- 
pied chiefly by Valens and Ursacius, next to Photinus, as 
these two very influential bishops, deposed on account of 
Arianism by the Synod of Sardica, now, since a change had 
taken place in the views of their well-wisher Constantius (in 
favour of Athanasius), deemed it necessary to reconcile them- 
selves to the Nicene faith, and to renounce the Arian doctrine. 

For this purpose they presented a memorial to the Synod of 
Milan, in which they anathematized Arius and his adherents, 
and all who said that the Son proceeded from nothing, and 
declared that He was not eternal.” 

A like anathema on the Arian doctrine was demanded at 
Milan of the emissaries of the Eusebians, who had been sent 

to bring the formula paxpdortyos of the Antiochian Synod 
of 344. These were the Bishops Demophilus, Macedonius, 

A treatise by Marca on the same subject is to be found in the same place, p. 319. 
All the discussions between Petav. and Sirmond concerning Photinus, etc., are 
collected in the fourth vol. of the Opp. Sirmondi, p. 581 sqq. of the Parisian 
edition, and p. 369 of the Venetian edition. The other principal writers on 
the subject are: Matthew de la Roque, a Calvinist theologian at Geneva, in 
his Dissert. Duplex: I. De Photino, etc., If. De Liberio, 1670, and in his 
Considérations servants de réponse @ ce que M. David a écrit contre la Dissert. 
sur Photin. 1671; Mansi, in his well-known dissertation, de KHpochis Sar- 
dicensis et Sirmiensium Conciliorum (Collect. Concil. t. iv. p. 87 sqq.); Pagi, 
Crit. in Annales Baron. ad ahn. 347. 8, and 76 ; 349. 49 ; 350. 6 ; 351. 10 sqq. ; 
Tillemont, Mémoires, t. vi. arts. 41, 44, 46; the treatise, Sur les Ariens, and 
notes, 36, 39, 40, 41; also Coustant in his notes on the Benedictine edition of 
the works of 8S. Hilary ; Montfaucon, in the Vita 8. Athanasii (vol. i. of the 
Benedictine edition of his works) ; Fabricius, Biblioth. Greca, vol. xi. p. 378 ; 
Remi Ceillier, lc. t. iv. p. 704 sqq. 

1 Hilar. Fragm. ii. n. 19, p. 1296 ; Deutsch, in Walch, Le. p. 44, 
2 Cf. a letter of Valens and Ursacing to Pope Julius in Hilar. Fragm. t. ii. 

p. 1297; Athanas. Apolog. c. Arian. c. 58; Sozom. t. iii. p. 23; Hard. t. i. 
p- 691; Mansi, t. iii, p. 166 ; of. Fuchs, lc. vol. ii. p. 172 sqq. 
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Eudoxius, and Martyrius." They, however, refused to do this, 
and parted from the Synod with embittered feelings.’ 

Two years later, in 347, another Western Synod was held 
on account of Photinus, whether at Rome or again at Milan is 
doubtful, and itis once more Hilary whom we have to thank for 
this information.? He says: “Two years after the condemna- 
tion of Photinus by the Synod of Milan, the bishops from many 
provinces had assembled to drive Photinus from his office.” 
It had also become necessary to shut out from the Church 

‘several bishops on account of their complicity with Arianism, 
or because they had borne false witness against Athanasius, 
This, however, had caused Valens and Ursacius (clearly from 
fear of deposition) to write to Pope Julius, and beg to be 
received into the Church; (therefore, in spite of their anathema 
of Arius, they had not been absolved or received by the Synod 
of Milan). 

We still possess the letter which they addressed at that time 
to Pope Julius, and have partly made use of it on the preceding 
page. The more detailed contents, however, are as follows :— 
“That they admit that their former unfavourable view of Atha- 
nasius had been mistaken, and that they would now gladly 
enter into communion with him* Arius, on the contrary, 
and his adherents were heretics, as they had already declared 
in their former letter delivered at Milan.” The protestation, 
which is added, is characteristic, that in case Athanasius or 

the Eastern bishops should intend to proceed against them, 

1 All four are mentioned by Pope Liberius in Hilary, Fragm. v.n. 4, p. 1331, 
but Athanasius (de Synodis, c. 26) omits Demophilus. 

7 We learn this from a letter of Pope Liberius, preserved in the Fragments of 
8. Hilary (Fragm. v. n. 4, p. 1331, ed. Bened.), also in Mansi, t. iii. p. 202. 
It was formerly erroneously believed that the Synod of Milan, here mentioned 
by Liberius, had preceded the Synod of Sardica. It was, however, the Synod 

just mentioned which was meant. Liberius wrote this letter after the Synod of 
Arles in 353 or 354; now, if he says those Eusebian ambassadors had been in 
Milan eight years before, this points to the year 345. 

* Hilarii, Opp. Fragm. ii. p. 1296, n. 19. 
* At the Synod of Milan in 345 they had, indeed, pronounced the anathema 

upon Arius, but still, as it appears, would not enter into communion with 
Athanasius. They were, in fact, his personal enemies. Now, however, they 
showed an inclination for this also, from fear of deposition, not from inward 
conviction, as their subsequent relapse shows. 



PHOTINUS, AND FIRST SYNODS HELD ON HIS ACCOUNT. 191 

and to call them to account for their former behaviour, they 
would not appear without the consent of the Pope.’ 

Hilary adds that this letter had been despatched two years 
after the condemnation of Photinus by the Romans.? By the 
Romans he understands the Latins in general, and in a stricter 
sense the above-mentioned Synod of Milan in 345. 

Valens and Ursacius about this time, 347, addressed a second 
letter to Athanasius, which they sent to him from Aquileia by 
their colleague Moyses. They there declare that they desire 
to hold communion with him, and beg for a friendly answer.® 
Upon this they did, in fact, obtain forgiveness, and were again 
received into communion.* We said above that it was doubt- 
ful whether the Synod was held at Rome or Milan; the 
Benedictine editors of the works of S. Hilary,’ however, pro- 
nounce, and as we think rightly, in favour of Milan, because 

the Synod of Rimini in 359 states that Valens and Ursacius 
had been again received into the Church at a Milanese Synod.® 
But they could not yet have accomplished this reception at 
the Synod of 345. 

The affair of Photinus did not progress so quickly, for, on 
account of his fitness in other respects, especially as a preacher, 
he was so highly esteemed in his diocese, that notwithstand- 
ing the Synodal sentence passed against him, he continued 
to hold his episcopal See.” The last-named Synod therefore 
found it necessary, In order to give force to its decisions, to 
communicate them also to the Eastern bishops,’ who thereupon 
immediately assembled in synod at Sirmium, the See of 
Photinus, where he was again declared a heretic.” As, how- 
ever, the members of this Synod were of Eusebian and Arian 
views, they made use of the same opportunity to strike a 
blow at Athanasius and the Synod of Sardica, by declaring in 

1 Where this letter may be found was stated p. 189, n. 2. 
4 Hilar. Lc. p. 1298. 
3 In Athanas. Apol. c. Arian. c. 58, p. 189, t. i. P. i. ed. Patav. ; Hilar. Jc. 

p. 1298 ; Mansi, t. ii. 161. 
* Hilar. l.c. 
® In their notes on Hilar. Fragm. ii. p. 1295 aq. 
* Hilar. Fragm. viii. n. 2, p. 1844 ; Mansi, t. iii. p. 304. 
’ Hilar. Fragm. ii. n. 21, p. 1299 ; Sozom. iv. p. 6. 
* Hilar. Jc. n: 21. ® Hilar. Fragm, ii. n. 22, 28, p. 1299, 
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their answer to the Western bishops that Marcellus of Ancyra 
was the real father of the heresy of Photinus, thus raising 
afresh the question concerning him, and characterizing his 
acquittal at Sardica as false and mistaken, while adding that 
even Athanasius had now broken off all communion with him.’ 

That the bishops of this Synod of Sirmium actually 
Arianized is shown by the short creed which they placed as 
an introduction to their Synodal letters, and in which they say: 
Profttemur ... ek unum unicum gus Filium, Deum ex Deo, 
Lnmen ex Inmine, primogenitum omnis creature. The sentence 
against Photinus and their remark against Athanasius followed 
in their letter this exposition of the faith, in order that every 
one, by accepting and signing the Synodal letter, should, at 
the same time, approve all these three points.” 

Whether this Synod took place before or after the death of 
the Emperor Constans is doubtful. The Benedictine editors of 
the works of S. Hilary are in favour of 349, because Sulpicius 
Severus, in speaking of this Synod, maintains that “the 
bishops there present had sought by this artful union of the 
affair of Photinus with that of Marcellus and Athanasius to 
work upon the Emperors.” Therefore, Constans was then still 
living® Zahn, in his work on Marcellus of Ancyra, is of the 
same opinion as to the chief points; he only places it a little 
earlier, in 347, because, according to Hilary’s representation, 
it followed immediately upon the reception into the Church of 
Valens and Ursacius. On the other side, Remi Ceillier argues 
that the Synod of Milan had addressed itself to the Oriental 
bishops probably for this reason, that’ since the death of Con- 
stans, in January 350, Sirmium no longer belonged to the West 
(the kingdom of Magnentius), but was first, like the whole of 
Pannonia, occupied by General Vetranion, who, on the 1st May 
350, had himself proclaimed emperor at Sirmium, and, in 
December of the same year, was delivered by him again to 
Constantius.’ 

Now, whether or no this Synod took place shortly before or 

1 Hilar. Fragm. ii. n. 22, 23, p. 1300. 2 Ibid. ii. Le. n. 2. 
3 See note b on Hilar. Fragm. ii. n. 21, p. 1299. 
* Zahn in his work on Marcellus of Ancyra, p. 80. 
5 Remi Ceillier, ic. t. iv. p. 714 sq. 
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soon after the death of the Emperor Constans, it is certain 
that Photinus, supported by these military disturbances, still 
remained in his See, and that anything decisive against him 
could only have been undertaken in 351, after Constantius 
had also become ruler of Pannonia, and therefore of Sirmium. 

Sec. 72. New Synod and First Formula of Sirmium 
; in 351. | 

Now, in 351, at the desire of the Emperor Constantius, 

who was himself just then at Sirmium (after the submission 
of Vetranion), a great synod assembled there, at which 
Narcissus of Neronias, Theodore of Heraclea, Basil of Ancyra,' 

Eudoxius of Germanicia, Macedonius of Mopsuestia, Marcus 

of Arethusa, and other well-known Eusebians were present. 
From the West were present at the assembly probably only 
Valens and Ursacius, who, since the death of the Emperor 

Constans, and since they had again become subjects of 
Constantius, had once more gone over to the Eusebian cause.” 
Socrates and Sozomen,’ indeed, only mention Valens as pre- 
sent; but they also reckon Bishop Hosius, who at that time, 
351, was certainly not in Sirmium, neither was any one pre- 
sent, so it appears, from the province of Magnentius.* 

The Synod deposed Photinus on account of his Sabellitan 
and Samosatan doctrine, and published at the same time a 
somewhat ambiguous creed with twenty-seven anathemas, 
called the first formula of Sirmium. It is preserved to us 
in Athanasius, Hilary, and Socrates,’ and is word for word 
identical with the fourth Antiochian formula, of which we 
have before spoken.* All its expressions sound quite orthodox, 
and in the very first appendix Arianism proper is anathe- 
matized ; but, on the other hand, the ooovowos and the 

? Marcellus was soon again driven from the See, perhaps in consequence of the 
Synod of Sirmium of 347 or 349. Cf. Sozom. iv. p. 2; Soc. ii. p. 29. 

* Tillemont, t. vi. art. 45, Sur les Ariens, p. 149. 
* Soc. ii. 29; Sozom. iv. 6. 
* Cf. the notes of Valesius on Soe. ii. p. 29. 
5 Athanas. de Synodis, c. 27; Hilar. de Synodis, c. 38, p. 1174 sqq.; Socrat. 

ii. p. 830; also printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 257 sqq.; Hard. t. i. p. 702. 
® See above, p. 80. 

il. N 
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strict Nicene definition is avoided. Socrates says that Bishop 
Marcus of Arethusa was the author of this creed; and this 
probably refers to his statement already given,! that not the 
Antiochian Synod itself, but the four deputies sent by it to 
the Emperor Constans, and among them Marcus, had drawn 
up the formula. 

The anathemas added at Sirmium run thus :— 
“(1.) Those who say that the Son is from nothing, or from 

another being (of another substance), and not from God; or 
that there was a time when the Son was not,—the holy 
Catholic Church condemns. 

“(2.) If any one calls the Father and the Son two Gods, 
let him be anathema.’ 

“(3.) If any one says indeed that Christ was God, and the 
Son of God before all ages, but does not acknowledge that He 
was the Helper of the Father at the creation of all things, let 
him be anathema.’ 

“(4.) If any one says that the Unbegotten, or a part of Him, 
was born of Mary, let him be anathema.* 

“(5.) If any one says that the Son existed indeed before 
Mary, but only according to the divine foreknowledge, and 
not that He was begotten of God, and with God before all 
ages, and that through Him all things were created, let him be 
anathema.’ 

“(6.) If any one says that the substance of God expands 
and contracts, let him be anathema. 

1 In Athanas., Hilar., Socrat. U.cc. Cf. on them, Fuchs, Bibliothek der Kirch- 
envers. vol. ii. pp. 188 sqq. 

? Because Photinus declared the unbegotten Logos to be eternally resting in 
the Father, he was accused of really teaching two Gods, because two unbegotten, 
the Father and the Logos. The Synod, however, here says, instead of Logos, 
Son, although Photinus made the same distinction between both as did Mar- 
cellus of Ancyra. Cf. above, pp. 31 sq., and the anathemas, Nos, 10, 15, 
16, 26. 

3 This meaning is given by the Greek text ; the Latin makes it somewhat 
different: ‘‘ Et si quis unum dicens Deum, Christum autem Deum ante 
secula Filium Dei obsecutum Patri in creatione omnium non confitetur, anathema 
sit. o 

* This is partly directed against Sabellianism, partly against Marcellus and 
Photinus, in so far that, according to both, the Logos was unbegotten, and the 
unbegotten rested upon Christ, through the bripysse Sparrias. 

6 Plainly against Photinus, who, by the Son understanding only the union of 
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“(7.) If any one says that the expanded substance of God 
forms the Son, or calls the expansion of His substance God, 
let him be anathema.’ 

“(8.) If any one calls the Son of God Adyos évéudberos, or 
apopopixes, let him be anathema.’ 

“(9.) If any one calls the Son of Mary only a man, let him 
be anathema. 

“(10.) If any one believes that the God-man, born of 
Mary, was Himself the Unbegotten, let him be anathema? 

“(11.) If any one interprets the words, ‘I am the First 
and I am the Last, and beside me there is no God’ (Isa. xliv. 
6, as opposed to false gods), after the Jewish manner, as deny- 
ing the only-begotten God, who was before all ages, let him 
be anathema.‘ 

“(12.) [According to Hilary, the 11th.] If any one, hearing 
the words, ‘The Logos became flesh,’ believes that the Logos 
was transformed into flesh, or that He, enduring a change, 
took flesh, let him be anathema.’ 

“(13.) [According to Hilary, 12.] If any one, hearing the 
words, ‘The Son of God was crucified,’ says His Godhead has 
suffered destruction, or pain, or change, or diminution, or 

annihilation, let him be anathema. 

“(14.) [According to Hilary, 13.] If any one says that the 
words, ‘ Let us make man,’ were not spoken by the Father to 
the Son, but to Himself (7c. to the Logos impersonally dwelling 
in Him), let him be anathema. 

the divine with the human, declared the Son to be later than Mary; and the 
passages of Scripture which were brought forward in opposition to him, and 
which speak of the eternity of the ‘Son, he explained thus: that ‘‘the Son was 
only eternal in the foreknowledge of God, but not in His own existence.” Cf. 
Baur, lc. 543 ; and Neander, Kirchengesch. 2d edition, part 3, vol. iv. p. 817. 

1 Baur is of opinion that it is not a saying of Photinus himself which is here 
anathematized, but a statement which he falsely ascribed to the Catholic Church, 
as in the twelfthanathema. But it appears to us to be in truth an opinion held 
by Photinus himself, only inaccurately expressed, which is here anathematized. 

* The doctrine of Photinus is here again inaccurately quoted, for he applies 
the terms ivd:désres and weePepsixés to the Logos alone, and not to the Son. Klose 
(Geschichte und Lehre des Marcellus und Photinus, p. 72) has not translated this 
sentence quite correctly, and has confused the subject and predicate. 

* Cf. the note on anathema 2. 
‘In Hilary this is the twenty-third anathema. 
® See above, p. 187; Klose, ic. pp. 77 sq. 
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“(15.) [According to Hilary, 14.] If any one says that the 
Son did not appear to Abraham, but the unbegotten God, or a 
part of Him, let him be anathema. 

“(16.) [According to Hilary, 15.] If any one says that the 
Son did not wrestle with Jacob as a man, but the unbegotten 
God, or a part of Him, let him be anathema.’ 

“(17.) [According to Hilary, 16.] If any one understands 
the words, ‘Then the Lord rained fire from the Lord’ (Gen. xix. 
24), not as referring to the Father and the Son, but says that 
He (the Father) sent rain from Himself, let him be anathema. 
For the Lord the Son sent rain from the Lord the Father.’ 

“(18.) [According to Hilary, 17.] If any one, hearing that 
the Father is the Lord, and the Son is the Lord, and the 

Father and the Son are the Lord (as He is the Lord from the 
Lord), supposes that there are two Gods, let him be anathema. 
For we do not make the Son equal with the Father, but 
subject to the Father (ob yap cuvrdocopey viv Te TaTpl, GAN’ 
vroreratayyévoy T@ watpi*); for He did not descend upon 
Sodom without the will of the Father, neither did He send 

rain of Himself, but from the Lord (that is, at the will of the 
Father), as manifestly the Father only has power of Himself ; 
neither does the Son sit on the right hand of the Father of 
Himself (of His own power), but obeying the word of the 
Father, ‘Sit Thou on my right hand.’ 

“(19.) [According to Hilary, 18.] If any one calls the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost one Person, éy mrpocwror, let him 
be anathema. 

“(20.) [According to Hilary, 19.] If any one, calling the 
Holy Ghost the Paraclete, says He is the unbegotten God, let 
him be anathema. 

1 Cf. above, the note on anathema 2. 
* This anathema also refers to the opinion of Photinus, that the Logos was not 

properly a person. Cf. Klose, Ac. 92. 
3 However Arian these words may sound, yet in the further exposition no 

other meaning is attached to them than that the Son is so far not equal to the 
Father, but subordinate to Him, as He has His esse, and with it His power, not 
ex Se, but ex Patre. Hilarius Pictaviensis (De Synodis, n. 51, p. 1182) also in 
his commentary on this passage has taken these expressions in bonam partem ag 
opposed to the complete identification of the Father and the Logos by Photinus. 
But it must not be forgotten that they were Eusebians and semi-Arians from 
whom these anathemas proceeded. 
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“(21.) [According to Hilary, 20.] If any one does not, as 
our Lord taught us, call another than the Son the Paraclete, 

let him be anathema. For He said, ‘I will pray the Father, 
and He shall give you another Paraclete.’ 

“(22.) [According to Hilary, 21.] If any one calls the Holy 
Ghost a part of the Father and the Son, let him be anathema. 

“ (23.) [According to Hilary, 22.] If any one says the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are three Gods, let him 

be anathema. 
“ (24.) If any one says that the Son of God came into exist- 

ence through the will of God, like any other creature, let him 

be anathema.! 
“(25.) If any one says that the Son was begotten without 

the will of the Father, let him be anathema. For the Father 

did not beget the Son without desiring it, because He was 
obliged by any necessity of His nature; but as soon as He 
desired it, before all time, and without any change, He begat 

Him, and brought Him to light.’ 
“(26.) If any one says that the Son is unbegotten, and had 

not His origin in any other Person, maintaining that there are 
two unbegotten Beings who have their origin in no other, thus 
setting up two Gods, let him be anathema. For the Head 
that is the Foundation of all things is the Son; but the Head 
that is the Foundation of Christ is God. In this way we 
piously trace back all through the Son to the aboriginal 

Foundation of all, who alone has His esse ex Se [pso. 
“(2'7.) And again, defining precisely the Christian doctrine, 

’ From this point the numbers of the anathemas are the same in Hilary as in 
the Greek text. Concerning the meaning of this anathema, cf. the note on the 
one following. ; 

* Athanasius and those of the Nicene belief took offence at the Arianizing ex- 
pression, ‘‘the Father begat the Son of His will,” for that which comes of the 
will is accidental ; but, they added, the Son was not begotten of the will, but of 
the nature of the Father. Against this the Eusebians had already raised objec- 
tions in their fifth Antiochian formula (the zexpiorizes), a8 we have seen above, 
p- 180, and declared that ‘‘the Father had begotten the Son of His will.” 
Because they were now reproached with this, and these words were taken to 
mean that the Son was degraded to the level of creatures, which were also 
created of the will of God, they drew up the twenty-four anathemas for the 
refutation of such reproaches. But at the same time they desired to repudiate 
the Athanasian formula, ‘‘of the nature of God,” and ‘‘ with necessity,” and 
therefore immediately added the twenty-fifth anathema. 
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we say: If any one does not call Christ God, and the Son of 
God, existing before all ages, who was the Helper of the 
Father at the creation of all things, but maintains that only 
since His birth of Mary He is called Christ and Son, and that 
He then only began to be God, let him be anathema.”* 

We have already placed this Synod of Sirmium in 351, for 
Socrates and Sozomen? most expressly give this date when 
they say that “the Synod was held the next year after the 
consulate of Sergius and Nigrinianus, when on account of 
the public disturbances no new consuls had been chosen.” 
This statement was followed by most authorities, especially 
by Petavius, Pagi, Larroque, Peter de Marca, Tillemont,-Con- 

stant, Remi Ceillier, Walch, and others; while, on the other 
hand, Sirmond declared in favour of 357, and Mansi, Fabricius, 

and Massari for 358 
After the drawing up of this first formula of Sirmium, the 

Synod proposed to Photinus that he should sign it, and 
renounce his errors, upon which he might remain in his See ; 
but instead of agreeing to this, he complained to the Emperor 
of the injustice he had suffered, and demanded to be allowed 
to dispute with his enemies in the presence of the Emperor, 
and before judges appointed by him. Six senators were 
nominated as judges, and Basil of Ancyra, afterwards head of 
the Semi-Arians, was first chosen to dispute. Notaries had to 
write down carefully all the speeches for and against, and 
three copies of the protocol, now unhappily altogether lost, 
were drawn up. By reason of the sophistries of Photinus, 
the dispute was long and obstinate, but Basil was invariably 
victorious, se that the Emperor drove Photinus from Sirmium 
into exile.* Soon afterwards, the Synod of Milan in 355 again 
pronounced the anathema upon Photinus.” Under Julian the 

1 Plainly against Marcellus and Photinus ; cf. above, pp. $1, 187. 
2 Soc. ii. 29 ; Sozom. iv. 6. 
7 Concerning the literature of the question, cf. above, p. 188, and Walch, 

Ketzergesch. vol. iii. p. 52 sqq. ; also Fuchs, ic. p. 187, where in particular a 
short account is given of two striking treatises of an Italian scholar, Josaphat 
Massari (1778 and 1779), on the Synod of Sirmium against Photinus, and that of 
Ariminum. 

* Soc. ii. 830; Sozom. iv. 6; Epiphan. Har. 71, c. 1 qq. 
® Mansi, t. iii. pp. 286, 631. 



DEATH OF THE EMPEROR CONSTANS. POPE LIBERIUS. 199 

Apostate he appears to have been recalled with other bishops, 
but to have been once more banished by the Emperor Valen- 
tinian.! He died in exile about 366, and even after his death 

anathema upon his erroneous doctrine? was pronounced by 
several Synods, especially by that of Rome under Damasus in 
375, and by the Second General Council. 

Sec. 73. Death of the Emperor Constans. Pope Lrberius. 

If we turn back to the year 351, we must especially lament 
the injurious influence which the early death of the Emperor 
Constans exercised upon the fate of the Nicene doctrine and 
that of its defenders. If, as Socrates® maintains, the Eusebians 
had already, immediately after the recall of Athanasius, and 
even before he again returned to Alexandria, renewed their 
intrigues against him, they now pursued them all the more 
fearlessly, especially as Athanasius deposed those clerics who 
were not of the Nicene belief, and appointed others, even, as 
they said, interfering in strange dioceses. (of which he was, 
however, the head metropolitan). At first, indeed, their efforts 

were without result, for we even now possess a letter from the 
Emperor Constantius to Athanasius, in which, after the death 

of Constans, he assures him of his continued protection ;* 
perhaps, as the Benedictines suppose,’ only out of policy, in 
order to preserve to himself, in the then critical circumstances 
and times of. war, the favour of this influential man, and of 

Egypt, which was devoted to him. 
The great victory of Constantius over the usurper Magnen- 

tius, at Mursa, on the 28th September 351, was an event of no 
small importance for the history of the Church. Bishop Valens 
of Mursa was then in the train of the Emperor, and as he 
learned the result of the frightful battle sooner than the 
Emperor, who was not present in person, Valens announced it 

* Remi Ceillier, t. iv. p. 743. 3 Cf. Walch, Ketzerhisé. vol. iii. 63. 
3 Soc. ii. 26, ; 
*The letter was originally in Latin. Two not quite accurate similar Greek 

translations of it are to be found in Athanas. Apolog. ad Imp. Constantium, c. 
23, and Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 24. This letter is also mentioned in the 
preface to the newly-discovered Festal Letters of S. Athanasius, in Larsow, l.c. 
p. 38, No. xxii. ® In the Vita S. Athanas. p. 52, ed. Patav. 
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to him, asserting that an angel had brought him the news, 
and from that time he stood in high favour with the Emperor.’ 

About this time Valens and Ursacius, incited by the 
Arianizing Bishop Leontius Castratus of Antioch, again 
returned to anti-Nicene views, making their fear of the Em- 
peror Constans the excuse for their former step.2 They and 
Leontius were joined by Bishop George of Laodicea, Acacius of 
Ceesarea in Palestine, Theodore of Heraclea, and Narcissus of 
Neronias, the heads of the Semi-Arian party, and together they 
induced the Emperor again to become the patron of the anti- 
Nicene doctrine. Constantius consented to this after the battle 
of Mursa, just when he was preparing for a fresh expedition 
against Magnentius, and commissioned the bishops just men- 
tioned to educate the mind of the public in this direction ; and 
in the spring of 352 he arrived with these changed views in 
Rome, to carry on the war against Magnentius, who had just 
escaped from Italy.* Just at that time S. Athanasius and the 
Nicene faith lost one of their strongest supporters, for Pope 
Julius 1.\died on the 12th April 352, and was succeeded by 
Liberius on the 22d May 352. A fragment in Hilary contains 
a letter of this Pope, beginning with the words, Studens paci,’ 
according to which the Eastern bishops had, even during the 
lifetime of Pope Julius, brought forward fresh complaints 
ugainst Athanasius; for which reason Liberius, immediately 
upon coming into office, had sent ambassadors to Alexandria 
to require Athanasius to answer for himself at Rome, failing 
which he would be put out of the Church. As Athanasius 
refused to appear, Liberius declared in this letter that from 
that time he would no more hold communion with him, but 

with the Eastern bishops, ze. the Eusebians. But this letter 
is decidedly not genuine, as Baronius, and the Benedictine 

editors in their edition of the works of S. Hilary, have proved, 

as have I also in the Tubingen Review of 1853,° and for the 
following reasons :— 

1 Thus relates Sulpic. Sever. Hist. Sacra, lib, ii. p. 345, in the sixth volume of 
the Bibl. Maz. PP. Lugd. 1677. Cf. pp. 52 et 58 of the Vita S. Athanasié in 
vol. i. of the Benedictine edition. ? Concerning Leontius, cf. above, p. 182. 

3 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos. 4 Ibid. c. 80, 31. 

® In Hilar. Fragm. iv. p. 1327, and Mansi, t. iii. p. 208. 
© Tébing. Theol: Quartalechrift, p. 268 sq. 
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(1.) In the very earliest days of his pontificate, Liberius dis- 
played, as we shall see, great zeal for Athanasius and the Nicene 
cause. (2.) Athanasius himself nowhere gives the slightest 
intimation that Liberius had ever before his exile broken off 
communion with him. He even expressly says that it was 
only after his exile that Liberius had allowed himself to be 
led away by threats, whereas before he had been quite firm, 
and had given very good answers to the Imperial eunuch 
Eusebius, who was sent tohim to mislead him.’ (3.) Liberius 
expressly explained to this Imperial ambassador that he could 
not possibly condemn Athanasius,* whom two Synods had 
already pronounced innocent, who had been left in peace by 
the Roman Church, and whom he himself, moreover, had loved 

when he was in Rome, and received into communion, that is, 

as a cleric under Julius. Now Liberius could certainly not 
have said this if he had ever himself already renounced com- 
munion with Athanasius. (4.) Liberius was further accused 
by the enemies of Athanasius of having suppressed letters of 
complaint against him which were sent in (as appears from 
the context, in the beginning of his pontificate), and to this he 
replied that he had read the letters, and communicated them 
to his Synod, but that many more bishops had declared for 
Athanasius than against him.’ Finally, the Arians at that 
time circulated several false letters, ag Athanasius showed,* 

and one of them was read at the Synod of Sardica.’ 
When Athanasius perceived the storm approaching him, he 

sent several bishops, among them Serapion of Thmuis, re- 
nowned for his piety, as ambassadors to the Emperor Constantius, 
to meet the charges brought against him. But this produced 
no result. 

Soon afterwards, in August 353, after the desertion of his 
army, and when the cry of “Long live Constantius” had 
resounded, the usurper Magnentius threw himself upon his own 

1 Cf. the whole account of Athanasius in his Hist. ad Monachos, c. 85 sqq. 
See below, p. 211. 

2 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monach. c. 36. 
3 Hilar, Fragm. v. n. 2, p. 1380. 
‘ Athanas. Apol. ad Const. Imp. c. 6, 11, 19. 
® Cf. Hilar. Fragm. ii. n. 3, p. 1285. 
® Sozom. iv. 9; Vita Athanas. p. 54, in vol. i. of the Benedictine edition. 
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sword at Lyons, after first killing his nearest relations in order 
to save them from the Emperor's revenge. Constantius was now 
sole ruler of the great united empire of his father, and from 
that time his intention of making the Arian faith the reigning 
one, and of suppressing the Homotlsion, which was alleged to 
embody Sabellian tendencies, showed itself daily more plainly. 
Besides the Court bishops, no small part in this matter was 
taken by his last wife Eusebia, whom he had shortly before 
married, about new year 353, and whom until her death, in 
360, he held in the highest honour. She, too, was a zealous 

Arian, so that Pope Liberius returned the money which she 
sent to him to distribute, saying that she might make the 
Arian bishops the administrators of her alms.” Her influence in 
favour of the heresy is as little to be doubted as that formerly 
exercised by other princesses, 7c. Constantia, and the mother 
of Julian the Apostate ;? and Athanasius expressly says that 
women had exerted great influence on the Arian side.“ 

Athanasius was now, of course, to be once more put 
down, and a peculiarly dishonourable plan was devised with 
this view. Aspurious letter was given tothe Emperor, alleged 
to have been written by Athanasius, in which he asked per- 
mission to come to the Court, where it was naturally thought 
it would be easier to gain the mastery over him than in 
Alexandria, where he stood in such high favour. Constantius 
agreed to the alleged request, and sent his written answer in 
the affirmative by the official of the palace, Montanus, to 
Alexandria, towards the end of 353. Athanasius at onee 

saw through the deception, and answered that “if the Emperor 
expressly commanded it, he would appear, but that he had not 
made this request.” He therefore remained in Alexandria, 
and his enemies lost no time in declaring this to be a capital 
offence.’ An opportunity immediately offered for a further 
attack. The churches of Alexandria had for a considerable 

' He was go rejoiced at this victory that he assumed the title of aisses BaosAscs, 
of which Athanasius and other Fathers of the Church ironically remarked, ‘‘The 
Arians call a man eternal, while they refuse this title to the Son of God.” Cf. 
Athanas. De Synodis, c. 3. 

* Theodoret, ii. 11. 
3 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 5. Cf. above, pp. 5, 9, 11. 
4 Ibid. c. 6. ® Athanas. Apol. ad Const. Imp. c. 19 9qq. 



DEATH OF THE EMPEROR CONSTANS. POPE LIBERIUS, 203 

time past been too small, and therefore, about ten years before, 

the Arian pseudo-Bishop Gregory had begun to transform the 
temple of Hadrian into a church. The building was not yet 
quite completed, and the church still unconsecrated; but at. 
Easter, at the request of the people, Athanasius held divine 
service in it, because on the preceding days the regular 
cathedral had been so overcrowded, that many were wounded 
in the crush. The Arians now played the part of rigorists, 
and complained to the Emperor of the crime of having held 
divine service in an unconsecrated church.! To this they added 
two further grounds of complaint, ze. that Athanasius had 
always excited the Emperor Constans against his brother;’ and 
also that, at the beginning of the usurpation of Magnentius, he 
had sent him a respectful letter in order to win his favour.’ 

These fresh attacks upon Athanasius were communicated to 
Pope Liberius as well as to the Emperor ; but the friends of 
the accused also again came forward, and sent eighty bishops 
with a fresh letter in his defence to Rome.* Liberius there- 
fore deemed it necessary to call a great council ® after having, | 
as it appears, before held a Roman Synod,° and at first he 
received from the Emperor the consent he had requested.’ 

Meanwhile, after the death of Magnentius, Constantius had 

taken up his abode for some time at Arles, in Gaul (from 
October 353 till the spring of 354); and the Pope now sent 
ambassadors to him, requesting that, as peace was restored in 
the State, he should call the promised council at Aquileia for 
the restoration of peace in the Church also. At the head of 
the Papal embassy stood Bishop Vincent of Capua, who had 
before, as priest, with Hosius, held the presidency at Nicea, 
and Bishop Marcellus of Campania was associated with 
him.® Both bishops had to deliver to the Emperor those 
letters for and against Athanasius which had been sent to 
Rome.’ 

1 Athanas. Apol. ad Const. Imp. c. 14 8qq. Cf. p. 179, n. 1. 
2 Ibid. c. 2 sqq. 3 Ibid. c. 6 sqq. 
‘ Hilar. Fragm. v. 2, p. 1330. 
® Ibid. Fragm. v. 1, p. 1880. © Ibid. 
? Cf. the letter of Liberius to Hosius, in Hilar. Fragm. vi. p. 1834, and in 

Manai, t. iii. p. 200. 
& Mansi, t. iii. p. 200; Hilar. Ac. 1335, 3. ® Hilar. Uc. p. 1331, n. 2 
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Src. 74. Synods of Arles in 353, and Milan in 355. 

The ambassadors of the Pope arrived at Arles, but did not 
obtain the Emperor's consent for the Synod of Aquileia ;) on 
the contrary, he arranged one at Arles,? and laid before the 
bishops there assembled a decree condemning Athanasius? 
and which was probably the work of Valens and Ursacius, who 
were the heads and leaders of this Synod of Arles, as well as 
of the Emperor himself. The Papal ambassadors and other 
orthodox bishops represented that the faith should surely be 
first discussed before they were compelled to sign,and not the 
verdict first pronounced upon the person, and then upon the 
cause. But Bishop Valens and his friends would not enter 
into any fresh dogmatic investigation." The Papal legates, as 
they said, for the sake of peace, forthwith made this fresh pro- 
posal: that they would sign the judgment upon Athanasius, if, 
at the same time, an anathema was also pronounced upon the 
Arian heresy. This was promised, and the Synod began; but 
Valens and his adherents, the Arianizing majority, soon declared 
it impossible for them to consent to this point, but still in- 
sisted upon the condemnation of Athanasius;* and Constantius, 
by threats and no little force, extorted the signatures from all 
the orthodox bishops, including the Papal legates.’ Only 
Paulinus of Tréves remained firm, and was therefore banished 

to Phrygia, where he was compelled to live entirely among 
Montanists.’ Liberius, however, was so distressed at the fall 
of his legates, especially Vincent,° that he wrote to Hosius: 
“ Duplict affectus moerore, mihi moriendum magis pro Deo decrevt, 

* Mansi, t. iii. p. 200; Hilar. Fragm. vi. p. 1885, 3. 
* Cf. Hilar. ad Constant. August. lib. i. p. 1222, n. 8, and Fragm. i. p. 

1282, n. 6. The acts of this Synod have not come down to us. 
3 Sulpic. Sever. Hist. Sacra, lib. ii. p. 346, in vol. vi. of the Biblioth. Maz. 

PP. Lugd. 1677. 
* Sulpic. Sever. U.c. 5 Hilar. Fragm. v. p. 1332, n. 5. 
6 Athanas. Apol. ad Imp. Const. c. 27. 
? Hilar. Contra Const. Imper. p. 1246. 
* Vincent rose later again to great authority in the Church. Cf. Theodoret, 

Hist. Hecl. ii. 22. (He is probably the same priest who was one of the Pope's 
representatives at the Council of Nice, and he hadjon many subsequent occasions 
shown great constancy in maintaining the orthodox faith. He happily retrieved 
his character at the heretical Synod of Rimini in 359. ] 
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ne viderer novissimus delator, aut sententvis contra Evangelium . 
commodare consenswm.” And that no one should believe that 
he sanctioned the step taken by his emissaries, he not only 

wrote to Hosius, but also sent similar letters to other Western 

bishops.” The situation of the Italian bishops especially was 
a dangerous one at that time, for the Emperor required of 
them all to renounce communion with Athanasius. Many lost 
courage, when Lucifer, bishop of Cagliari, in Sardinia, stood up, 
and showed that the attack upon AtHanasius was nothing less 
than a persecution of the Nicene doctrine, and offered himself 
as Papal ambassador to go to the Court, to bring the Emperor, 
if possible, to a better mind. Liberius gladly accepted his 
offer,’ and gave him the priest Pancratius and the deacon Hilary 
as his companions, and sent them with a very plain-spoken 
and dignified letter to the Emperor, in which he justifies 
his former conduct, and shows why he could not hold: com- 
munion with the Eusebians, criticising skilfully and earnestly 
the events at Arles, and urgently begging him to delay holding 
another Synod.* It is the very letter from which we obtained 
half our information concerning the Synod of Arles. At the 
same time, Liberius also wrote to the highly-esteemed Bishop 
Eusebius of Vercelli, and prayed him also to join the embas- 
sage, and use his influence for securing favourable decisions from 
the Emperor.” Eusebius at once acceded to this wish, and 
Liberius therefore addressed another letter to him, thanking, and 
at the same time informing him that he had also invited the 
Bishop Fortunatian of Aquileia to take part in the embassage.® 
He praised the latter highly; but the result showed that in 
the hour of danger at Milan, Fortunatian did not stand firm. 

Liberius expected great advantage from the calling of a new 
Western Synod, and was certainly therefore much pleased 
when the Emperor, at the request of the Papal embassy, 
called a Synod for the year 355 at Milan, where he was just 
then staying. But Liberius was soon to be bitterly dis- 

1 Hilar. Fragm. vi. p. 1835, 8 ; Mansi, t. ili. p. 200. 
* For instance, Cecilian of Spoleto, Mansi, t. iii. p. 201. 
2 See the letter from Liberius to Eusebius of Vercelli, in Mansi, t. iii. p. 204. 
4 Hilar. Fragm. v. pp. 1829-1338. 

. §® Cf. his two letters to Eusebius, in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 204, 205. 
_§ Mansi, t. iii. pp. 205, 206. 
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appointed, for the friends of Arianism also desired such a 
Synod," in the full expectation, through the countenance of the 
Emperor, of being victorious in the hitherto undivided West, 
and of inducing the bishops in great numbers to join in the 
rejection of S. Athanasius.. 

More than three hundred Western, but very few Eastern, 

bishops assembled at Milan, as the journey was too leng for 
them. Some of the most important Western bishops, how- 
ever, would not appear, because they foresaw from the first 
the sad result, as for instance Eusebius of Vercelli,’ although 
he himself the year before had worked upon the Emperor to 
induce him to call the Synod. But neither the Orthodox nor 
the Arian party would allow this celebrated man to be absent 
from Milan; and accordingly not only did the Emperor’ and 
the Papal legates send written petitions to him,‘ but the 
Synod also despatched an embassage to Vercelli, to obtain 
the bishop’s consent to their proceedings. The names of the 
Synodal ambassadors, Eustomius, or Eudoxius, and Germinius, 

as well as the contents of the letters entrusted to them, show 

that the Arian party was then dominant in Milan, for Euse- 
bius was there plainly told that he was expected to pronounce 
the anathema upon the “ sacrilegus Athanasius.” ° 

In spite of this bad prognostic Eusebius repaired to Milan, 
probably only because the Papal legates had so urgently 
implored hirh to do so. Their letter before mentioned, from 
the pen of Lucifer, quite shows his fiery and hasty character. 
He hoped that the arrival of Eusebius would drive away 
Valens, and ruin all the hopes of the blasphemous Arians. 

In strong contrast to the longing of the Synod for Eusebius, 
is that which followed immediately after his arrival in Milan. 
Throughout the first ten days he was not allowed to take any 
part in the assembly, probably because just then the means 
for the deposition of Athanasius were under discussion, and 
they did not want to have Eusebius present as a witness.’ 

1Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. ii. p. 15. , * Socrat. ii. p. 36 ; Sozom. iv. p. 9. 
* Probably also Hilary ; see below, p. 209, note 4. 

* Printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 237. * Mansi, t. iii. p. 236. 
6 Mansi, t. iii. p. 237. 
7 Hilar. lib. i. ad Conat. August. p. 1222 aq., note 8. 

‘ Bike ee - 
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At last they invited him to appear at their sittings in the 
church, and with him came the three Papal legates. They 
demanded that he should sign the condemnation of Athanasius. 
He replied that they must first treat of the faith, for he knew 
that several of those present were tainted with heresy, and 
proposed that the Nicene formula, a copy of which he pro- 
duced at the same time, should first of all be signed, for then 

only could he act in accordance with their wishes with regard 
to Athanasius.1 The Benedictine editors are of opinion that 
there was more of cunning than of real design in this; that 
he foresaw that all would not sign the Nicene formula, and 
that he intended in this way to evade their wishes.* How- 
ever this may be, Bishop Dionysius of Milan, one of the 
Orthodox, was the first to come forward, and he was about to 

sign the Nicene formula, but Valens took the pen and paper 
by force out of his hand, and exclaimed: “Such a thing shall 
not be done.” As this took place openly in the church, it 
soon became generally known, and the fact of the bishops 

in synod fighting against the true faith occasioned much 
astonishment, sorrow, and indignation among the populace of 
Milan, who were almost all orthodox. The heads of the 
Arian party therefore thought it well from henceforth to 
transfer the sittings to the Imperial palace, that they might 
carry out their plans undisturbed.’ 

Sulpicius Severus relates that after this removal they 
circulated an edict in an Arian sense from the Imperial palace, 
signed by Constantius, in order to sound public opinion. 
Should it be ill received, the burden would, they thought, fall 

upon the Emperor, who was only a catechumen. Should no 
objection be raised, however, the Synod might itself venture 
on something of the sort. This edict was forthwith published 
in Milan, but was most emphatically disapproved by the people ; 
notwithstanding which, Constantius kept to his intention of 
carrying out the condemnation of Athanasius, summoned the 
heads of the orthodox party, and demanded their signature. 

' Hilar. Le. p. 1228. ; 
2 Vita S. Athanas. In the first volume of his Opp. p. lvii. ed. Patav. 
3 Hilary, U.c. p. 1228 aq.; Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 76; 

Sulpic. Severus, J.c. p. 846. 



208 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

Upon their declaring that this was against the canon of the 
Church, he replied imperiously: “ My will is the canon,” and 
appealed to the Syrian bishops, who were of the same mind. 
Whoever did not sign was to expect banishment. At this 
the orthodox bishops lifted their hands heseechingly towards 
heaven, and prayed the Emperor “ to fear God, who had given 
him the dominion, that it might not be taken from him; also 
to fear the day of judgment, and not to confound the secular 
power with the law of the Church, nor to introduce into the 
Church the Arian heresy.” This so angered the Emperor 
that he at first threatened them with death, but afterwards 

passed sentence of banishment on them.' 
Lucifer adds to the above account, that he at that time 

declared in the Imperial palace that the Nicene faith had 
always been held fast in the Church, and that all the soldiers 
of the Emperor could not force him to give his consent to 
this godless decree.” Athanasius supplements this in another 
place by saying, that Lucifer, Eusebius of Vercelli, and Diony- 
sius of Milan,’ held, in opposition to the attacks of Valens and 
his adherents upon Athanasius, that these accusers were in the 
highest decree unreliable, as Valens and Ursacius had them- 
selves shortly before declared the charges brought against 
Athanasius to be false, and had sought communion with him, 
from which they had, however, afterwards fallen away. Then 
the Emperor, who himself presided at the assemblies in his 
palace, stood forth, and declared that “he himself was now the 
accuser of Athanasius, and that, on his word, Valens and the 

others must be believed.” But neither could this intimidate 
the orthodox speakers, and they replied with courage and 
dignity: “ How can you, who did not witness the incidents 
which form the grounds of the complaint, be his accuser, he 

being himself absent? In secular courts, the authority of 
the Emperor may indeed decide, but not where a bishop is 

1 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 38, 34. 

? Lucifer, in libro: Moriendum esse pro Dei Filio, in vol. iv. of the Biblioth. 
Maz. PP. Lugd. p. 243 b. 
' 3 In reckoning up tho confessors of the Councils of Arles and Milan, he 
mentions also Bishop Paul of Tréves. Cf. Tillemont, t. vi. n. 40, Sur les 
Ariens, p. 334 b. 
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concerned, and where the accused must have as good a case 
as the accuser.”? 

Notwithstanding all his threats of death and exile, Constan- 
tius maintained that he only desired to restore peace, and 
that for this reason the orthodox bishops should now enter 
into communion with the Arians.” His violence did indeed 
result in all present, intimidated by such strong measures, and 
fearing the grossest ill-treatment, at last signing’? Only 
Eusebius of Vercelli, Dionysius of Milan, Lucifer of Cagliari, 
and the two other Roman deputies stood firm, and refused to 
agree to any condemnation whatsoever of Athanasius.* For 
this they were exiled, and the deacon Hilary was also first 
beaten with rods.’ They were taken, bound with chains, to 
distant provinces; but the further they went the greater 
became the sympathy of the people, and their abhorrence 
of the impious heretics.® Pope Liberius also soon cheered 
them by a very friendly letter, in which he at the same 
time asked for accurate information concerning the Synod of 
Milan.’ 

? Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachoa, c. 76. 
* Lucifer. Calar., De non Conveniendo cum Hereticis, p. 222 sq. in vol. iv. of 

the Bibl. Maz. PP. Lugd. 1677. 
3 Tillemont (t. vi. art. 51, Les Ariens, p. 155 6) maintains, that at the Synod 

of Milan the Ensebians had for the first time openly declared for the Arian 
dogma, while before they had only made use of ambiguous formulas. Schrockh 
(part vi. p. 100), however, remarks that this cannot be maintained with any 
degree of certainty, as we no longer possess the dogmatic letter of the Emperor 
to which the signatures were demanded. It is only so far correct that the 
Eusebians decidedly made common cause with the whole body of Arians against 
Athanasius and the Nicene faith ; but that they now changed their dogmatic 
‘position of eemi-Arianism for thoroughgoing Arian views is improbable, in view 
of the conflicts which shortly followed between Arians and Semi-Arians. 

* It appears that Hilary of Poitiers was not present at the Synod of Milan. 
Cf. Vita 8. Hilarti in the Benedictine edition of his works, p. xci. 

5 Lucifer was banished to Germanicia in Syria, Eusebius to Scythopolis in 
Palestine, Dionysius to Cappadocia in Syria, where he was placed under the 
control of the Arian bishops. 

© Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 38, 34, 41; Rufinus (Hist. Heel. i. 
20) also places bishop Rhodanius of Toulouse among the exiles, but his banish- 
ment seems to belong to another time. Cf. Tillemont, t. vi. note 48, Sur les 
Ariens. Many inaccuracies with regard to the Synod of Milan are contained in 
an ancient short biography of Eusebius of Vercelli in Ughelli, Ital. Sacr. t. iv. 
p. 758 sqq. ; it is better given in Mansi, t. iii. p. 247. 

* Hilar, Pragm. vi. p. 1338. 

1. 0 
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Among those who proved so unstable at Milan, was that 
Bishop Fortunatian of Aquileia, of whom, as we have seen, 

Liberius had great hopes, and who not only fell himself, but, 
as S. Jerome relates,' was later on the cause of the weakness of 

Liberius. After the banishment of Bishop Dionysius, the See 
of Milan, in accordance with the wishes of the Arians, was 
conferred upon their colleague Auxentius, by birth a Cappa- 
docian, who did not even understand the language (Latin) of 
his new diocese, and who was expressly summoned from Cappa- 
docia to be made bishop of Milan. He had already served in 
the ministry under his countryman, the Arian pseudo-Bishop 
Gregory of Alexandria, and proved from henceforth a cunning 
as well as violent enemy of the Orthodox. Probably the Sees 
of Vercelli and Cagliari were now also given over to the 
Arians. 

Src. 75.. Deposition of Athanasius, Hosius, and Lnberius. 

The Synod of Milan had become, as we sec, a prelude to 
the famous Robber Synod, but the persecution was still by no 
means at an end; on the contrary, all the other Western 
bishops, like their colleagues at Milan, were to be forced to 
sign, and the whole West compelled to hold communion with 
the Arians. ‘ An order was now sent to the prefect at Alex- 
andria to deprive Athanasius of the official revenue he, in 
common with the other bishops, had hitherto received, and to 

give it to the Arians. At the same time, all those in public 
offices were bidden to hold communion, not with him, but with 

the Arians, and in future to give credit to the accusations 
against him and his friends. Notaries and servants of the 
palace were sent into the provinces with threats to the bishops 
and officials; and the latter, as well as the magistrates of the 
various towns, were commissioned to offer the bishops the 
alternative either of communion with the Arians or of exile. 
The flocks also which adhered to them were disquieted and 
visited with all kinds of punishment, so that many fled to. 
escape persecution as followers of their bishop. And, in order 

1 Jerome, De Viris Illust. c. 97. 

2 Tillemont, /.c. t. vi. art. 51 in the treatise Les Ariens, p. 156 a, ed. Brux. 
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that these commands might be strictly carried out, men were 
set over the public officials to watch and exhort them. Thus, 
while heretics of all kinds remained undisturbed, a general 
campaign was opened against the orthodox Church, and every 
place and town was filled with terror and confusion.' 

The Arians knew how to use still further means to gain 
their end. Under the most diverse pretexts, many bishops 
were now ordered to the Court, where some were detained by 
the Emperor and terrified with threats until they promised to 
renounce all communion with Athanasius,’ while others were 
not even admitted to his presence. Many showed their 
weakness, but many remained firm, and were punished with 
exile.” But though many proved weak, yet Constantius with 
all his power could only extort the outward observance of his 
command, namely the signature against Athanasius, and actual 
communion with the Arians. In heart, the Western epis- 
copate never became Arian, and still less the people. On 
the contrary, Athanasius says they all abhorred the heresy into 
which they were forced, as they would a poisonous serpent.* 

From the beginning, the great object of the Arians had been 
to gain Pope Liberius, and the renowned Bishop Hosius, in 
the hope that, if these were won over, the victory would be 
achieved over all. Constantius now sent the eunuch Eusebius, 
one of his most confidential advisers,’ and a zealous Arian, to 

Rome, to Pope Liberius, to demand of him two things,—that 
he should subscribe the condemnation of Athanasius, and com- 

municate with the Arians; the former was the Emperor's 
wish, the latter his command. Presents and threats were 
to be alike employed to induce the Pope to yield. Liberius 
replied that he could not possibly repudiate Athanasius ; 
that a free Synod ought to be held, not in the Imperial 
palace or ruled by the Emperor in person, where the Nicene 
faith should be re-affirmed, the Arians excluded, and the 

charges against Athanasius investigated. Eusebius, enraged 
at this, packed up the presents which he had brought from the 

1 Athanas, Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 81. 
* Athanas. ic. c. $2. 3 Ibid. c. 42. * Ibid. c. 41. 
® Concerning the influence of the eunuch upon Constantius, cf. Athanas, 

bcc. 87. 
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Emperor, and which Liberius refused to accept, and departed 
with threats. The presents he then deposited in the Church 
of S. Peter, but the Pope’ blamed the person in charge of the 
church for allowing this, and sent the presents back again. 
As soon as Eusebius had given his report to the Emperor, the 
Prefect of Rome was commissioned to convey the Pope to the 
Court, or else to employ force against him. Universal terror 
now took possession of the city of Rome; the adherents of 
Liberius were persecuted, and attempts were made to bribe 
many to rise against him. The bishops who were then in 
Rome hid themselves, many honourable women fled, numbers 

of ecclesiastics were driven away, and watches appointed to 
prevent any one visiting the Pope. Liberius was brought to 
the Court, and set before the Emperor, in answer to whom he 
spoke with noble candour.' For this he was punished with 
exile, and banished to Bercea in Thrace,’ where he had no 
friends or companions in misfortune; for by this isolation the 
Emperor intended to increase his punishment, and perhaps 
also hoped thus the more easily to weaken his purpose. The 
Episcopal See of Rome was now, at the desire of the Emperor, 
occupied by the former deacon, Felix, with whom, however, no 
one would enter into communion, so that his churches were 

entirely empty.‘ 
Hosius had been a bishop more than sixty years, and was 

an aged man of nearly an hundred, and as long as he remained 
true to Athanasius and the Nicene faith, it seemed to the 

Arians that they had gained nothing ; for many Spanish bishops 

1 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 35-89. His speech, recorded by 
others, is given by Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. ii. 16. 

* Theodoret, l.c. ii. p. 16. 
3 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 40. 
* Sozom. lib. iv. 11; Athanas. Uc. c. 75; Tillemont, Uc. t. vi. p. 165, ed. 

Brux. Concerning Pope Felix, cf. Bower, History of the Popes by Rambach, 
vol. i. pp. 209, 220 sqq., and Diss, xxxii. art. iii. of Natalis Alexander, in his 
Hist, Eccl. sec. iv., against which Roncaglia, in an appended criticism, tries to 
prove Felix the rightful Pope, Liberius having resigned. Pagi had already 
maintained the same (Critica in Annal. Baron. ad ann. 855, n. 8, and ann. 
357, No. 16 sqq.), on the ground that Felix’s name appears in the office-books, 
not only as a legitimate Pope but as a saint, because Constantius, whom he 
had called a heretic, had him put to death. He is commemorated on July 29. 
It is certain that Athanasius says Felix was raised to the episcopal chair by 
anti-Christian wickedness, Cf. Athan. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 75. 



DEPOSITION OF ATHANASIUS, HOSIUS, AND LIBERIUS, 213 

were guided by his example. This they represented to the 
Emperor, who, about the time of his persecution of Pope 
Liberius, also summoned the aged Hosius to the Court. The 
same two demands were made of him as of Liberius, that he 
should renounce communion with Athanasius and communicate 
with the Arians. Hosius, however, made such an impression 
upon the Emperor, that he allowed him again to return 
home, But at fresh suggestions from the Arians, Constantius 
wrote again somewhat later to Hosius, uniting flatteries with 
threats, and representing to him that he would surely not be 
the only one who refused to conform. MHosius replied by a 
most courageous letter, which is preserved by Athanasius, 
upon which he was banished to Sirmium in 355. 

The deposition of Athanasius seemed more difficult. The 
attacks upon him had indeed, as we have seen, begun long 
before, but no one dared to lay violent hands upon him in 
Alexandria itself, for fear of the people; they therefore tried 
to lure him out of the city; for they had something worse than 
banishment, apparently his death, in view.2 Constantius now 
sent two notaries, Diogenes® and Hilary, and some servants of 
the palace to Alexandria; and the Governor of Egypt, Syrianus, 
requested Athanasius, in the name of the Emperor, to leave 
the city. The bishop replied that Syrianus, or the Prefect of 
Egypt, Maximus, should produce the original of the Imperial 
letter, and the community made the same request, adding that 
if this could not be done, they ought at least to postpone all 
further disturbance of the Alexandrian Church until the 
embassy which they intended to send to the Emperor had 
retumed. Syrianus promised this on the 17th January 356 ; 
but as early as the 9th February, during a service held at 
night, he caused the church of S. Theonas to be surrounded by 
more than 5000 soldiers. The doors were broken open, and 
his troops poured in to arrest Athanasius, whereby not a few 
lives were lost and many persons were wounded. Athanasius, © 
during this scene, seated on his episcopal throne, exhorted the 

1 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos, c. 42, 45. 
* Athanas. Apol. de Fuga sua, c. 6. 
3 Also mentioned in the preface to the newly-discovered Festal Letters of 8S. 

Athanasius, in Larsow, l.c. p. 85, No. xxvii. 
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people to pray, and would not move from his place. Some of 
his friends, however, forced him from his seat, and dragged 

him, half stifled, out of the throng, while his enemies still 

sought for him in the church and perpetrated various 
cruelties." 

The Emperor not only approved what had been done, but 
also commanded all the—youth of Alexandria, under pain of 
his anger, to search for the fugitive Athanasius; and his new 
governor, Heraclius, then sent to Alexandria, employed the 

services of the heathen inhabitants of that city to seize the 
churches of the orthodox, and to assist in all the outrages 
inflicted upon them. In order to find Athanasius, all houses, 

gardens, and tombs were searched, and in doing so all kinds 
of extortions, plunders, and the like, were practised upon the 

proprietors as adherents of the persecuted. Whoever of the 
ecclesiastics did not fly was grossly #l used and exiled—some, 
indeed, even killed. Even the poor and widows were deprived 
of their alms, and the orthodox who desired to help them were 
thrown into dungeons, in order to force the needy to accept 
Arianism ; hard-heartedness which even roused the indignation 
of the heathen.’ 

Where Athanasius first took refuge cannot be certainly 
known, as the history of Palladius plainly contains false state- 
ments on this subject.* It appears from the letters that he 
wrote to his flock to support them in this time of trouble 
that he was afterwards in the desert, and even there frequently 
changed his abode. From thence he also wrote to all .the 
bishops of Egypt and Libya,‘ when an Arian formula had been 
sent to them for signature under pain of exile. 

The See of Athanasius was now obtained by an Arian, 
George, a Cappadocian, like the former pseudo-Bishop Gregory, 
an uneducated, extravagant, and covetous man,’ who now, 

1! This event is treated of in the preface before mentioned, in Larsow, ne p. 
85, No. xxviii. 

? Vita Athan. in vol. i. of the Benedictine edition, pp. Ixv. lxvii. ed. 
3 Uc. p. Ixvi. no. 10. 
‘ This letter bears the title of Zpistola ad Episcopos Aigypti et Li and 

is printed t. i. P. i. p. 218 of the Opp. 8. Athanas. 
6 Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monachos. Also, Anomianus Marcel ‘Sinus, the 

heathen historian, compares this George to a viper (Hiat. lib. xxii. c. 1D. 
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before Easter 357,’ entered with an armed force into his 
church as if it were a fortress.” The persecution and ill- 
treatment of the orthodox continued ; they were not even 
allowed to hold their services in the cemeteries, and such like 
places (their churches having been taken from them), and when 
they persisted in doing so they were overpowered by force of 
arms, and brutal violence was employed against the defenceless, 
Several maidens, for instance, were bound to a buming stake 

to compel them to acknowledge the Arian faith; and when 
they still stood firm, they were violently struck in the face, 
and afterwards transported to the great Oasis. The same fate 
befell forty men, after they had first been inhumanly beaten 
with thorny sticks; and those who died under such ill-treat- 
ment were not even allowed honourable burial.’ 

The like took place in other towns of Egypt, and all bishops 
who did not forsake Athanasius, and at least ostensibly hold 
communion with the Arians, were driven away. A great 
many, some very aged men, remained firm, and though ill and 
feeble, they were dragged to ‘the desert. Not a few saved 
themselves by flight. The convents of the Orthodox were 
destroyed, and the vacant Episcopal Sees were sold by’the 
Arians for money to the worst people.‘ 

Athanasius would not believe that all these cruelties were 
wrought with the knowledge and consent of the Emperor, and 
he resolved therefore himself to go to him, and to make a 
circumstantial defence. On the journey, however, he was 
convinced of the danger he would thus incur—Constantius had 
even put a price upon his head—and he therefore returned 
to his desert.© The preface to his newly discovered Festal 
Letters® tells us that after this he again remained hidden for a 
considerable time in Alexandria, where he was vainly sought 

1 On the 30th Mechir= 24th February 357, as says the preface in Larsow, J.c. 
p. 36, No. xxix. 

? The Alexandrians indeed drove him away some time after, but he was very 
shortly restored by violence, and the city severely punished, Athan. De Synodis, 
c. 37 ; Sozom. iv. 10. 

3 Vita 8. Athanazs, l.c. p. lxix. n. 16, 17; Athanas. Apolog. de Fuga Sua, 
c. 6,7; Hist. Arian. 

* Vita S. Athan. lec. p. lxix. n. 19, 20, 21; Athan. De Fuga Sua, c. 7; 
Hist. Arian. ad Monachos. 

5 Theodoret, lib. ii. c. 14. © Larsow, Lc. 86, No. xxx. p. 87, No. xxxii. 
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for by his enemies. But his intended defence, with later 
additions, has come down to us under the title of Apologia ad 
Imperatorem Constantium.’ 

Sec. 76. Synod of Biterre in 356. 

While these events were taking place in Egypt, Gaul, 

although not yet politically at peace, was also visited by the 
Arian persecution. Immediately after the banishment of 
Lucifer of Cagliari, Eusebius of Vercelli, and others, S. Hilary 

of Poitiers (the Athanasius of the West), with a large number 
of Gallican bishops, had published an edict pronouncing 
excommunication upon Valens, Ursacius, and Saturninus, 
Archbishop of Arles, as the real originators of the new perse- 
cution, and recalling those led away by them. At the same 
time, in 355, Hilary wrote his first book, addressed to the 

Emperor,’ praying him, with tears, to put an end to the per- 
secution of the Catholic Church. It appears that other 
bishops also signed this document. Hilary was now all the 
more hated and feared by the Arians, and especially Saturninus, 
who, in union with Valens and Ursacius, now made arrange- 
ments for the Synod of Biterree (Beziers), which was held under 
his presidency, in the early part of the year 356. Hilary, 
as well as other orthodox bishops, was compelled to appear 
(the particulars are not known), and did his utmost to up- 
hold the sentence of Sardica with regard to Athanasius and 
others. As there were no reasons producible against him, he 
was first, as it appears, falsely accused before the Emperor 
Julian (afterwards the Apostate), then in Gaul, and then 
before the Emperor himself, of want of political fidelity, and 
on this account banished by Constantius to Phrygia. Great 
numbers of the Gallican bishops, however, remained stedfast 
in their communion with Hilary, and held in abhorrence com- 
munion with Saturninus;* but the peculiar circumstances of 
the country seemed to render it unadvisable to employ the 
same violence as in Egypt.‘ 

1 Printed in t. i. P. i. p. 234 aqq. of the works of S, Athanas. ed. Patav. - 
* Lib. i. Ad Constantium Augustum, p. 1218, ed. BB. Cf. Reinkens, Hilary 

of Poitiers, 1864, p. 112, 118. 

3 He was soon after also deposed at Beziers. 
* Cf the Vita S. Hilarii, l.c. pp. 92, 96. 
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The manner in which the friends of Athanasius and of the 
Nicene faith, both before and during their exile, were ill-treated, 
persecuted, and tormented in all ways,'is a shocking testimony 
to the intolerance of heresy where it predominates, and suffi- 
ciently explains the bitter expressions, certainly exceeding all 
bounds, applied to the Emperor Constantius, not only by the 
naturally hasty Lucifer, but also by Athanasius and Hilary. 
They repeatedly call him the forerunner of Antichrist, even 
Antichrist himself,? and compare him to Herod, Pharaoh, Saul, 
and Ahab. Lucifer especially calls him an immanis fera and 
an tmmanis bestia, possessing only the form and features of a 
man, 

Sec. 77. Divisions among the Eusebians; the Anomeans 
and Semi-Arians. 

Humanly speaking, the Nicene faith was now almost sup- 
pressed. To accomplish this, the Arians proper had almost 
universally placed themselves under the banner of the 
Eusebians ; nay, old Arianism seemed to have long ago dis- 
appeared, and no single important personage now openly 
declared in favour of it. On the other hand, the Eusebians 
had increased in numbers and power, as they embraced all 
those who for any reason were unfavourable to the Nicene 
faith, and suspicious of Athanasius. In this company were 
to be found orthodox bishops, who, on the one hand, adhered 
with all their heart to the Nicene faith, and yet on the other 
believed all the lies repeated a thousand times by the Euse- 
bians, as if under the formula ojoovcvws many Sabellians had 
crept into the ranks of the Nicenes. The events in connection 
with Marcellus of Ancyra, and his pupil Photinus, strength- 
ened them in this suspicion; and as the distinction between 
Hypostasis and Ousia had not been duly determined by the 
theological school, the expression opoovcvos might easily be 
understood in the sense of personal oneness—in fact, therefore, 
as anti-Trinitarian. On account of such fears and misunder- 

1 Concerning this, cf. what has been already said, and also Lucifer Calar. 
Moriendum esse pro Dei Filio, p. 245, 246 in vol. iii. of Bib. Maz. PP. Lugd. 
1577; Athanas. De Fuga, c. 5; Hist. Arian. ad Monach, c. 45, 67, 68, 74. 

* Lucifer, l.c. 247; Athanas. Hist, Arian. ad Monack. c. 80, 67, 68, 74. 
3 J.ucifer, t.c. 244, 246. 
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standings, even holy bishops, such as Maximin and Cyril of 
Jerusalem, remained for a length of time on the Semi-Arian 
side. The Eusebians in specie formed another class of anti- 
Nicenes, who not only took offence at the expression opoovcros, 
but also at the teaching of the Church, and would not renounce 
the subordination of the Son; while on the other side, by 
anathematizing the leading points of Arianism, they repeatedly 
sought to remove any suspicion of Arianism from themselves. 
The third faction also of the great Eusebian body, the adherents 
of Arianism proper, had, out of worldly wisdom, hitherto agreed 
in this anathema, as thus only by temporary accommodation 
and reserve was a victory over the Nicene faith to be hoped for. 
The war against the Homoiisians, their common enemy, had 
for atime concealed this internal division among the Eusebians; 
but now, after their victory, it became wider than ever, and 

made itself apparent in new party tactics and dogmatic move- 
ments. The strict Arian view now ventured openly to the 
front again, and was represented principally by Aetius and 
Eunomius. | 

Aetius, hated to the utmost degree by the orthodox and 
Semi-Arians, and entitled @@eos on account of his irreligious 
doctrine, was a native of Ccele-Syria. He began life as a 
goldsmith, but found himself obliged, it is said, on account of 

some fraud committed by him with a gold necklace, to adopt a 
new mode of life, and with great zeal studied-medicine and the 
philosophy of Aristotle at Alexandria. He soon also took part 
in the Arian controversies, and came into contact with several 

Eusebian bishops, distinguishing himself by his great logical 
powers and skill in argument, and about 350 was ordained 
deacon by Bishop Leontius Castratus of Antioch, of that city, 
and entrusted with ministerial office. The dissatisfaction of 
several members of the community, however, soon obliged the 
bishop to dismiss him. It is said that about this time, pro- 
bably while still deacon at Antioch, Aetius placed the most 
important members of the Eusebian party, Basil of Ancyra, 
and Eustathius of Sebaste, in some embarrassment by his 
dialectics ; so at least his admirer, Philostorgius, maintains," 
adding that on this account these two so calumniated him to 

1 Epit. Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. c. 16. 
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Ceesar Gallus, that the latter had given orders for his execution. 
But, on the representation of Leontius, Gallus changed his mind, 
and even became a patron of Aetius, so that he allowed himself 
and his younger brother Julian, who had before shown a leaning 
towards Heathenism, to be instructed by Aetius in Christianity. 
Be this as it may, it is certain that Aetius afterwards again 
lived in Alexandria, and, after a chequered lot, died at Con- 

stantinople about 370, in the reign of the Emperor Valens.’ 
During his sojourn at Alexandria, Aetius became acquainted 

with Eunomius, The latter, originally from Cappadocia, had, 

like Aetius, in his youth embraced various modes of life, and _ 
about the year 356 went to Alexandria to become his pupil. 
With Aetius he entered into the closest relations, and about 

360 was raised to the See of Cyzicus in Mysia, but soon lost 
it on account of his offensive doctrines. His later life, too, 

was stormy and unsettled, and ended in the year 393.2 He 
was held in such high esteem by his own party, that their 
original title of Aetians was gradually superseded by that of 
Eunomians ; they were also called Anomceans, Heterousiasts, 
and Exountions, on account of their strict Arian doctrine, that 
the Son was unlike God (dvopovos), of another essence 
(érépas ovclas), and created out of nothing (é& ov« évroy). 
Philostorgius, a zealous follower of this sect, has written a 
biography of Eunomius whom he so highly esteemed, which, 
however, has not come down to us; but there is a great deal 
of information about him in the well-known abridgment of 
Philostorgius’ Church History, in which the relative merits of 
Aetius and Eunomius are thus characterized: the former is 
said to have possessed the advantage of greater logical acute- 
ness, but Eunomius the power of conveying a clearer and 
more intelligible representation of the matter® What 
Theodoret says of Eunomius is significant, and applies also to 
Aetius, namely, that he had changed Theology into a Tech- 
nology,‘ meaning that neither of them paid any respect to the 

1 ‘We find the statements of the ancient Fathers as to his life collected in Tille- 
mont, l.c. t. vi. art. 64 sq. the treatise, Les Ariens. 

3 We find further particulars concerning his life in Tillemont, ic. art. 96 sqq. 
* Philostorg. Hist. Hecl. Epit. lib. viii. c. 18. 
© Odres civ beoroyiay etyvercyiay awifan, Theodoret. Her. Fab. lib. iv. c. 

8, p. 356, ed. Schulze. 
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doctrine of the Bible or of the ancient Church with regard to 
the Son and His relation to the Father, but sought instead, by 
pure dialectics, and conclusions drawn solely from reason, and 
by sophistical use of the terms “ begotten” and “ unbegotten,” 
to strengthen their strict Subordinationism, and to oppose as 
illogical the Nicene as well as the Semi-Arian doctrine. How 
Aetius did this we still see from the theological treatise, con- 
sisting of forty-seven propositions and objections, which Epi- 
phanius has preserved to us, as well as from his own refutation 
of it.’ In the fourth, for instance, it is said: “ If God remains 
ever Unbegotten, and the Begotten is ever Begotten, then it is 
all over with opoovotos and opotovoros ; for it follows from the 
different dignity of the tsvo natures (the Begotten and the 
Unbegotten), that they are not comparable in respect of 
substance.” And No. 7: “If the whole Godhead is not Un- 
begotten, then indeed God can have begotten something of 
His substance ; but if the whole Godhead is Unbegotten, then 
God has experienced no division of His substance by begetting, 
but has made the Unbegotten by His power.”? And No. 5: 
“ Tf God as to His substance is Unbegotten, then the Begotten 
did not have His origin from expansion of substance, but was 
called into existence by power.® But that the same substance 
is at the same time Begotten and Unbegotten cannot be 
piously affirmed.” 

Aetius is said to have been the author of no less than three 
hundred theological treatises of this kind* and his pupil 
Eunomius also put forth their common doctrine in various 
writings, letters, commentaries on the Bible, and theological 

treatises; but of these also only two remain, the: éx@eots 
awlorews, which he had to give up at the command of 
Theodosius 1. in 383, and the dzoXoyntixos, both of which 

1 Epiph. Her. 76, c. 10, p. 924 sqq., ed. Patav. Col. 1682. 
* Petavius has here, p. 925, falsely translated iZeveta as if it was %oucias ; but 

at p. 948 he has given the same sentence rightly : ‘‘ Quod genuit, potestate 
producit.” As here, so also in the fifth thesis of Arius in Epiphanius, we must 
read lZeusias, not i sicias (ex substantia), as according to the Aetian, and indeed 
the Arian doctrine in general, the Son proceeded not from the substance, but 

from the Will, the Power of the Father. 
3°AAA’ ousias Uwerrnedens airs; cf. the preceding note. 

* Epiphan. Lc. p. 930. 
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are preserved in the eighth volume of the Bibliotheca Graca of 
Fabricius." A comparison of the works which we still possess 
of Aetius and Eunomius shows that the above criticism of 
both by Philostorgius is tolerably near the truth; for the 
works of Eunomius are certainly much clearer and more 
intelligible than are the forty-seven propositions of Aetius, 
and give a much better insight into the whole system; on 
the other hand, the propositions of Aetius most completely bear 
the stamp of dialectically prepared theses, and are often 
syllogismi cornuti2 But the leading idea which they again 
and again labour to establish, is that it is as impossible as 
irreligious to maintain that the same (Divine) Being may be 
begotten and unbegotten at the same time. Upon this it 
follows, secondly, that in this very Unbegottenness, and in 
nothing else, consists the Being of God.* 

The system of this school is in brief the following. The 
fundamental principle of the Anomceans is the abstract con- 
ception of God from which all concrete reality of the Divine 
Life is wholly separated. God is to them absolute Simplicity, 
pure indivisible Unity, in fact the dy, not the dy, like the 
Etre Supréme of the last century. This absolute Simplicity 
is, because it comes from no other, equivalent to Unbegotten- 
ness, and in this very Unbegottenness, or absolute Simplicity, 
consists the Being of God. If this is so, it is impossible that 
God can beget anything of His substance, for then the Simpli- 
city would be destroyed, and the Divine Substance divided. 
He would be Begotten and Unbegotten at the same time, 
which would be in itself a contradiction. And as with the 

1 The &weroyneinés was refuted by Basil the Great, and Eunomius therefore 
wrote five new books which he named the ‘‘ Defence of the Defence” against 
Basil. Philostorgius (lib. viii. c. 12) maintained that Basil, on reading the 
first of these books, was so enraged at it that he died. Photius, however, 
remarks that Eunomius only published this work after the death of S. Basil. 
(Photii, Bibl. Cod. 188.) It is certain that for the very reason that Basil was 

then dead, his brother Gregory of Nyssa wrote twelve books against Eunomius. 
* Extracts from the Aetian and Eunomian remains are given by Schrockh, 

Kirchengeschichte, vol. vi. p. 117 sqq. ; Dr. von Baur, Lehre von der Dreiei- 
nigkeit, vol. i. p. 362 sqq. ; and George Augustus Meier, Lehre von der Trinitit, 
Hamb. 1844, vol. i. p. 176 8qq. 

3 Cf. Baur, lc. p. 362 aq. 
* Cf. Dorner, Lehre von der Person Christi, 2d edition ; and Baur, Die Christ- 

liche Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit, part i. p. 380. 
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Unbegotten that very unbegottenness is His Being, so with 
the Begotten, the being begotten is His Being, and therefore 
the Being of the Begotten necessarily differs from the Being of 
the Unbegotten. He is of another substance (érépas ovcias), 
and in His Being is neither equal with nor like the Begotten 
(neither dpoovcvos nor opotovatos), but unlike (avdpotos). 

One would have thought that with this idea of the absolute 
simplicity of God, Eunomius would never have arrived at the 
creation of a world. But in order to get at this he incon- 
sistently made a distinction in the Simplicity of God, dis- 
tinguishing the Will from the Substance of God; a difference 
in the conception of God fully justified by our Church 
doctrine, but certainly not by the purely abstract Eunomian 
idea of God. By this, His Will, God called the world into 

existence, in calling the Son into Being, creating and begetting 
Him, through whom all else was made. This is the world 
creator.' Eunomius declares very expressly that the Son was 
created, a creature of the Unbegotten, and indeed out of nothing, 
as besides the Divine Substance there was no other; and the 

Son, as we know, could not have been Himself begotten of 
this Divine Substance. According to this, the right conclusion 
of the Anomceans would have been: “The Son was created 
from nothing by the Will of the Father;” and if they also 
used the expression “begotten,” still even this, after the 
explanations made by them, could not be misunderstood. 
They went on to say, what followed of course from this, that 
if the Son was not of the Substance of God, then God, as to 

His Substance, cannot be called Father; not the Substance, but 

1Cf. Dorner, l.c. p. 857. Concerning this inconsistency of the Anomceans, 
Baur, i.c. p. 375, very justly says: ‘‘It is as if the contradiction of the Infinite 
and the Finite were laid in God Himself. The Being and the Will of God bear 
the same relation to each other as the Infinite and the Finite ; for if the Will of 
God were as infinite and unbegotten as the Being of God, essentially one with the 
absolute Being of God, then the Will of God could not have been the moving 
principle of the creation of the Son, without the same inconsistencies arising 
as with the identity of Substance. Between the Being and the Will of God 
there is therefore a great gulf ; God, as to His Being, is quite other from God as 
to His Will. The Being of God is Infinite, but the Will is limited to the Finite,” 
—that is, it only produces the finite. And p. 379: ‘‘The principle of finiteness 
(i.e. the Will of God) being thus transferred to the Godhead, removes, per se, 
that very idea—the absolute idea of God—which it is the first necessity of the 
Anomean system to maintain.” 
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the operating power (dvépyeia, éFovela), the Will of God, is the 
Father. Moreover, the Son, though a creature, is in no wise 

like any other creature. He alone was immediately called 
into existence by the power of God, receiving from God that 
pre-eminence which He as their Creator must have in relation 
to the creatures. For everything is created by the Son, above 
all the Holy Ghost, who is a creation of the Son, as the Son 
is a creation of the Unbegotten. But for this very reason, 
because the Son has received from the Father such a pre- 
eminence over all creatures, and even creative activity, He 
may, in a certain sense, be called the Image of God, and a 

similarity to God may be ascribed to Him; but in no wise a 
similarity in Substance or Being, but only in activity." 

At the close of his azroXoyytixos, Eunomius himself sums 
up his doctrine very plainly in the following words: The 
one and only true God of all is Unbegotten, without beginning, 
like only to Himself, exalted above every cause, the Cause of 
the being of all beings. Not by communication to another 
did He create all that is; not only is He first in order, He is 
not above all in a relative way, but by the absolute pre- 
eminence of substance, of power and dominion, He has before 
all begotten and created the only begotten Son, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, through whom all things were made, as the Image 
and Seal of His own power and operation, so that in substance 
the Son is as little like to Him who has begotten Him, as to 
the Holy Ghost whom He Himself created. He is subject 
to the substance and will of His Father, and may neither 
be called opoovcvos nor cpovovoves, as the one signifies origin 
and sharing of substance, the other likeness, icdrns, perfect 
identity. What He is for ever, that He must be called in 
truth, a Begotten One, the Son obedient to the Father, His 
most perfect servant in the creation of the world, and the 
realization of the will of the Father. He, is not begotten of 

1 Baur, ic. p. 368 sqq.; Dorner, ic. p. 885. Of this activity of the Son 
Eunomius maintains, very singularly, and without connection with the rest of 

his system, that ‘‘ this activity of the Son was contained in the foreknowledge 
of God, in an unbegotten manner, even before the First Begotten Himself came 
into existence.” He therefore considers this activity of the Son to be inherent 
in God, that is, in the knowledge of God, before its actual realization in creation, 
in distinction to its subsequent actual appearance. 
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the Unbegotten Substance of God, which is impossible, but by 
the will of the Father, begetting Him as He would have Him. 
He is therefore a yévynua tod ayevyrov; yet Eunomius 
adds: “ovy as ay rev yerynudtay, xricpa Tod axtiotou, ov» 
as vy tay KtTicpatov, Toma Tod atromtou, ovy as ey Tor 
rrotnudroy.” 

A comparison of this Anomcean doctrine with that of the 
old Arians shows that in its chief points it is no more than 
the free expression and consequent development of the other. 
Only in two points is there a marked difference between the 
two. As we saw before, old Arianism regards the Son as only 
having arrived at Divine dignity and glory by the way 
of moral excellence, on account of His moral virtue; on the 

other hand, the Anomceans regard the Divine dignity, etc. of 
the Son as something bestowed upon Him when He was first 
begotten by the will of the Father, innate in Him, not acquired 
by Him by striving after moral perfection. 

Secondly, the old Arians thought they could not often 
enough repeat that the Son does not perfectly comprehend 
the Father. Aetius and Eunomius, on the other hand, 

maintain a perfect comprehension of the Divine Being, and 
reproached the old Arians not a little for their opposite view.” 
Aetius said: “I know God as well as myself;”*® and Eunomius, 
that “he knew the nature of God perfectly, and had the same 
knowledge of God, as God of Himself ;”* expressions which were 
regarded even by their contemporaries as in the highest degree ° 
presumptuous, Yet they are really more cool than insolent ; 
for “if the Divine Being is no more than the simple abstract, 
simple self-existence of the aboriginal, unbegotten monad, and 

if from the first all higher ideas are excluded by this meagre 
conception of God, then it is a small and even trivial thing to 
know such a God through and through.” * 

In opposition to these Anomceans, who had returned to 
strict Arianism, the Eusebians, apart from the still further ° 
division which immediately took place among themselves, 

Cf. Baur, U.c. p. 372 sq. ? So e.g. Philostorgius, lib. iii. c. 8. 
2 Socrat. Hist. Hecl. iv. 7; Epiph. Har. 76, p. 989. 
4 Theodoret, Haret. Fab. lib. iv. c. 8, p. 357, ed. Schulze. 
§ Dorner, /.c. p. 859; cf. Baur, Uc. p. 388. \ 
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henceforth appeared under the common name of Semi-Arians 
(yedpevot), or Homoiiisians; the latter, because they chose 

to exchange the Nicene opoovoros for the like - sounding 
Gpotovows, which however weakened the likeness of the Son 
to the Father. If Philostorgius may be trusted, Eusebius of 
Nicomedia and his friends had already, in their signatures to 
the Nicene formula, cunningly and deceitfully substituted ojor- 
ovatos for opootews;' and it is certain that they maintained 
that the expression onoovctos was only applicable to corporeal 
things, but owoovecos to spiritual beings and relations.’ 

The expression oporovcvws was quite suited to the character 
of the Semi-Arian party,—that is, was vague enough outwardly 
to unite essentially different modes of thought. It pleased 
the right side of the Semi-Arians, first, as the nearest approach 
to the Nicene formula, and because of its almost entire con- 

sonance with the Nicene term ; secondly, it seemed to them 
to offer the advantages of the latter, without, like opoovccos, 
affording a cloak for Sabellian views, for it was precisely the 
dread of Sabellianism which made many Orientals, who were 
in no way inclined to Arianism, suspicious of the opoovevs. 
On the other hand, the left of the Semi-Arians also, who 
approached more nearly to genuine Arianism, and were at last, 
for the sake of consistency, actually led into it, might be fully 
satisfied with the formula ouotovotos, as thus the door was left 
wide open to Subordinationism, while, at the same time, the 

battle against the Anomceans, carried on with energy under 
this banner, seemed to shed a halo of orthodoxy also round the 
Semi-Arians, 

Who was the actual founder of the Semi-Arian party has 
often been a subject of dispute, in which generally the difference 
between tendency and party has not been adequately recognised. 
As a theological tendency, Semi-Arianism is undoubtedly very 
ancient, and we meet with it among the Eusebians as early as 
the commencement of the Council of Nica, and even before 

that. For this reason, therefore, we cannot speak of a special 
founder of this tendency. But by the Semi-Arian party we 
understand specifically that division of the Anti-Nicenes which 

1 Philostorg. Fragm. lib. i.c. 8. Cf. vol. i. p. 295. 
*Sozom. Hist. Eccl. iii. 8. 

IL : P 
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arose after the appearance of the Anomceans, and which was 
quite as much opposed to strict Arianism as to the Nicene 
opoovetos, and Athanasius. 

According to Philostorgius,' the Sophist Asterius, against 
whom, as we know, Marcellus of Ancyra wrote,” was the founder 

of the Semi-Arian party ; but Socrates and Athanasius ascribe 
to this man doctrines which mark him out as a downright 
Arian® The Semi-Arians themselves, however, acknowledged 
as their head the learned bishop, Basil of Ancyra, whom we 
have already often seen in the ranks of the Eusebians, and 
whom in 336 they raised to the See of Ancyra, in place 
of the deposed Marcellus. From him they obtained the oft- 
occurring appellation of of adudi Bacirewv. Among those who 
besides him were prominent in this party were Eusebius of 
Emisa,* Theodore of Heraclea, Eustathius of Sebaste, Auxentius 

of Milan, and George of Laodicea, who already at the outbreak 
of the Arian controversy, while still priest at Alexandria, sought 
to occupy a middle position between orthodoxy and heresy, 
and to reconcile Arius with the Patriarch Alexander. He was 
deposed by the latter, but promoted by the Eusebians to the 
See of Laodicea. Moreover, this party had the Emperor 
Constantius also generally on their side, and for their protector ; 
but could not entirely reckon on him, as he several times 
allowed himself to be drawn over by those about him, especially 
Valens and Ursacius, to the strict Arian side. 

Src. 78. Second Great Synod of Sirmium. 

This was, for instance, the case at the second great Synod of 
Sirmium, which was held about the middle of 357,° during 
the stay of the Emperor Constantius in that city. The 
members of this Synod were all Western bishops,’ of whom, 
however, only Ursacius of Singidunum, Valens of Mursa, 
Germinius of Sirmium (the successer of Photinus), and 

1 Philostorgius, ii. 14, 15. 3 See above, pp. 29, 104. 
7 Socrat. i. 86; Athanas. Orat. J. contra Arian. c. 80, p 348, ed. Patav. 

Orat. IT, contra Arian, c. 37, p. 399, and De Synodia, c, 18, p. 584. 
* Cf. concerning him, above, p. 51. 
® Cf. concerning it, Reinkens, Hilary of Poitiers, 1864, pp. 15 sqq. 
6 Sozom. iv. 12, 
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Potamius of Lisbon, in Portugal,’ are mentioned by name. 
The confession of faith there drawn up, and which is known 
as “the Second Sirmian,” is given in the original Latin by 
Hilary, and a Greek translation by Athanasius and Socrates.” 
Hilary mentions Potamius of Lisbon as the author of this 
formula ; but the introduction itself mentions as the heads of 
the assembly, Ursacius, Valens, and Germinius, three bishops, 
who were especial favourites of the Emperor Constantius. The 

_ formula, in its principal points, runs thus: “ We believe in His 
only Son Jesus Christ, the Lord, our Redeemer, begotten by Him 
before all ages. But two Gods may not and shall not be taught. 
As, however, the dpoovcvs and the opowovcios have raised 
scruples in the minds of some, no more mention shall be made 
of the point, and no one shall teach it more, because it is not 

contained in the Holy Scriptures, and it is beyond human 
knowledge ; and no one, as says Isaiah (liii. 8), can declare the 
generation of the Son.’ There is no doubt that the Father is 
greater than the Son, and surpasses Him in honour, dignity, 
dominion, majesty, and even by the name of Father, as the 

Son Himself confesses in 8. John xiv. 28: ‘He who sent Me 
is greater than Me.’ And all know that the Catholic doctrine 
is this: there are two Persons, the Father and the Son, the 

Father greater, the Son subject to Him, with all that the 
Father has made subject to the Son. But the Holy Ghost is 
through the Son, and came, according to promise, to teach and 

sanctify the apostles and all the faithful.” 
It is no wonder that Hilary called a formula, in which 

Arianism was so undisguisedly put forward, blasphemous;* but 
he certainly does Hosius an injustice in declaring him, with 
Potamius of Lisbon, to be the author. That which Socrates 

and Sozomen, and in part also Athanasius,’ relate, is far more 
probable, ze. that Hosius, then nearly a hundred years old, 

1 Hilary, De Synodis, p. 1156, ed. Bened. 
? Hilar. Le. c. 11; Athan. De Synodis, c. 28, t. i. P. ii. p. 594, ed. Patav. ; 

Socrat. ii. 30, p. 124, ed. Mog. 
3 This view of the insufficiency of the human understanding is more old- 

Arian than Anomean. Cf. above, p. 224. 
4 In the heading of the formula itself. 
§ Socrates, h. ¢. ii. 81; Sozom. iv. 12; Athanas. Hist. Arian. ad Monach. ¢. 

45 ; Apolog. c. Arian. c. 89, 90; Apolog. de Fuga, c. 5. 
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was at last compelled, by the violent acts of the Emperor, by 
@ year’s imprisonment, and vexations of every kind, to sign 
this formula; but that soon afterwards, at the approach of 
death, he again anathematized the Arian heresy, and declared as 

it were in his will the great force that had been put on him. 

Src. 79. A Synod at Antioch. 

It was natural that those of Anomcean views in Asia 
should joyfully agree to this second formula of Sirmium 
This took place at a Synod’ held at Antioch in 358, under 
Eudoxius, the patriarch of that city, one of the heads of the Ano- 

moeans. Besides him, Acacius of Cesarea and Uranius of Tyre 
were present. The two expressions opoovatos and opoovoros 
were rejected, and a letter of thanks was issued to Ursacius, 

Valens, and Germinius, for having brought back the Westerns 
to the true faith.’ But the Westerns themselves were of a 
different opinion. Thus, Hilary relates that in Gaul the 
second Sirmian formula was rejected immediately on its appear- 
ance,’ and a work then written against it by Bishop Phebadius 
of Agen has come down to us.” 

SEc. 80. Synod of Ancyra in 358, and the Third Sirmian 
Synod and Creed. 

The Semi-Arian bishops of Asia, however, showed no less 
zeal; the Anomceans especially rapidly sought to spread their 
doctrine everywhere, and Antioch was nearly falling completely 
into their hands. Aetius himself had now taken up his abode 
there, and was held in high esteem by Bishop Eudoxius, who 
gave away most of the Church appointments to pupils of 
Aetius.* One of the greatest Semi-Arians, George of Laodicea, 
therefore invited the bishops of like views with himself to a 
Synod ; and as a new church was just then to be consecrated 
at Ancyra in Galatia,’ and it was usual for Synods to take 

1 Sozom. iv. 12-15. * Hilar. De Synodis, pp. 1151 et 1155. 
3 Biblioth. Max. PP. Lugd. t. iv. p. 300; Bibl. PP. Galland, t. v. p. 250. 

* Cf. the letter of George of Laodicea in Sozom. iv. 13 ; Mansi, t. iii. p. 287. 
5 Sozom. iv. 13. 
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place at such festivals, the desired Semi-Arian assembly was 
actually held at Ancyra,’ before Easter 358.2 Its head was 
Basil of Ancyra; its members, the Bishops Eustathius of 
Sebaste, Hyperechius, Letojus, Heorticus, Gymnasius, Mem- 
nonius, Eutyches, Severinus, Eutychius, Alcimedes, and 
Alexander’ 

The introduction to the very circumstantial Synodal Letter‘ 
which we possess says, with reference to the Anomceans, that 
it had been supposed that after the Synods of Constantinople 
(against Marcellus of Ancyra), Antioch, Sardica (really Philip- 
popolis), and Sirmium (against Photinus), the Church would 
at last be allowed to enjoy peace; but that the devil had 
sown fresh impieties, and new objections to the true Sonship 
of the Lord had been devised. The assembled bishops had 
therefore decided to add to the former confessions of faith, 

those of Antioch in Enceniis and Sardica, which were also 

accepted at Sirmium, stricter and more accurate declarations 
concerning the Holy Trinity. The sense of the long explana- 
tions that follow is briefly this : “The very expression ‘ Father’ 
shows that He is the Cause of a Substance like Himself 
(aircov opolas avrot ovclas) ; the idea of creature is thereby 
excluded, for the relation of Father and Son is quite different 
from that of Creator and creature, and if the likeness of the 

Son to the Father is abandoned, the idea and expression 
‘Son’ must also be given up. For if from the idea of Son 
all finite characteristics are removed, there remains only the 
characteristic of likeness, as alone applicable to the incor- 
poreal Son. That other beings, in no way like God, are 
called in the Holy Scriptures sons of God, forms no objection, 
for this was spoken figuratively ; but the Logos is Son of God 
in the proper sense.” They here make use of a philological 
simile, te. that “in a literal sense only a vessel made from 

1 Hilary, De Synodis, n. 12, p. 1158, also refers to this Synod. 
? Cf. Mansi, lc. p. 271, in the Synodal Letter of the Synod of Ancyra, 
3 These names appear among the signatures to the Synodal Letter, according 

to which George of Laodicea was not himself present ; perhaps he, like many 
others, was hindered by the winter. Cf. p. 271 of the Synodal Letter in Mansi, 
Lc. Concerning the Synod of Ancyra, cf. Reinkens, Hilary of Poitiers, pp. 164 

9qq- 
* Epiph. Her. 78, n. 2-11 ; also printed in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 270-288. 
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a box-tree (arvfsov) is a box (av£ov); but in a looser sense this - 
expression is also applied to other vessels,’ and it is just so 
with the expression ‘Son of God, which in its first and literal 
sense applies only to the Logos, but is also used for other 
beings.” Then follows a scriptural proof of the Son’s similarity 
of substance, and lastly come eighteen anathemas, which are 
almost always placed two and two, so that one anathematizes 
the strict Arian and Anomcean separation of the Father and 
the Son, and the other the identification of the Father and the 

Son, the Sabellian viordtwp. The censure of Anomeean doc- 
trines is especially prominent in the fifth anathema: “ Whoever 
calls the only begotten God Logos... avouotos;” the ninth: 
“ Whoever says that the Son is unlike the Father as to ovcia ;” 
the tenth: “ Whoever calls the Son only a xricpa;” the 
eleventh: “ Whoever attributes to the Son a likeness to God 
in activity, but not in substance ;”? the fifteenth : “ Whoever 
believes that the Father in time (at a certain fixed time) 
became the Father of the Son;” and the eighteénth : “ Who- 

- ever says the Son is only of the power (that is, of the will of 
the Father), not of the power and substance of the Father 
together ;”* also, “ Whoever calls the Son opoovowos or tav- 
Toovotos—let all these be anathema.” S. Hilary has adopted 
twelve of these eighteen anathemas (leaving out the first five 
and the last) in his work De Synodis, and interprets them 
in an orthodox sense.* 

The assembly of Ancyra sent with the above-mentioned 
Synodal Letter, the Bishops Basil, Eustathius, Eleusius (of 
Cyzicus), besides the priest. Leontius, who was one of the Court 
ecclesiastics, to the Court at Sirmium, to break down the 

influence which the Anomceans had gained over the Emperor. 
At their arrival there, they also met the Antiochian priest 
Asphalius, a zealous Aetian, who had already obtained from 
the Emperor letters in favour of the Anomeans. Now, how- 
ever, the matter took another turn. Constantius was once 
more won over to the Semi-Arian side ; he required Asphalius 
to return the letters, and published instead another to the 
Antiochians, in which he declared strongly against the 

1 Mansi, U.c. p. 275. 2 Cf. above, p. 222. 
3 Cf. pp. 222 and 220, n. 2. ‘ Hilarii Opp. ed. Bened. pp. 1158-1168. 
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Anomcean heresy, ordered its adherents to be excommunicated, 
and proclaimed the likeness of the Son to the Father «xar’ 
ovclay.! 

Constantius at once organized a new Synod at Sirmium 
itself, the third great Sirmian Synod in the year 358, in 
which the Eastern deputies before mentioned, and all the 
other bishops then at the Court, took part. This new Sirmian 
Synod, however, is so closely connected with the affair of 

Pope Liberius, that we must first once more turn our atten- 
tion to the latter. 

As we saw above? Liberius had been exiled to Bercea in 
Thrace by the Emperor Constantius, some time after the Synod 
of Milan, on account of his stedfast confession of the orthodox 

faith. While he was there enduring much misery, Con- 
stantius came to Rome in 357, before repairing to the second 
Sirmian Synod already mentioned. 

SEC. 81. Pope Lnberius and the Third Sirmian Formula. 

During the presence of the Emperor at Rome, the com- 
munity of that city earnestly begged for the reinstatement of 
Liberius, and women of the noblest houses undertook to pre- 

sent the petition. Constantius at first flatly refused them, 

because Felix was then bishop of Rome ; but when he learned 
that his service was scarcely attended by any one, he deter- 
mined, in part at least, to grant the request, and said that 
Liberius might return, but that he should be bishop with 
Felix, and that each should lead only his own adherents. 
When this edict was read, the people exclaimed in scorn: “ It 
is indeed quite fitting ; in the Circus also there are two parties, 
and now each may have a bishop for its head!” Ridicule 
was followed by indignation, and the disturbance became so 
threatening, that the Emperor at last agreed to recall Liberius.® 
Nearly a year, however, elapsed before his actual arrival in 

? Sozom. iv. 18, 14. * Pp. 212. 
3 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. ii. 17; Socrat. ii. 37, p. 141, ed. Mog. ; Sozom. iv. 

15 ; Sulpic. Sever. Zc. ii. 89, in the Biblioth. Maz. PP. Lugd. t. vi. p. 846. 
Professor Reinerding of Fulda (Beitrdge zur Honorius und Liberiusfrage, 1865, 
p. 60) finds an inconsistency in this account, for it says, ‘‘The Emperor 
conceded the recall of Liberius, which gave rise to disturbance among the 

Y 
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Rome, and he had to purchase his return by a step which 
made many suspect him of apostasy. The question is, whether 
Liberius gave his signature to an Arian confession of faith 
or not. 

The defenders of Liberius, especially the learned Jesuit 
_‘Stilting, in the work of the Bollandists,’ the Italian, Franz 
Anton Zaccaria,? and Professor Palma of Rome,’ appeal first 
of all to Theodoret, Socrates, and Sulpicius Severus, who very 
simply relate the return of Liberius to Rome, without men- 
tioning any conditions then imposed on him, or attributing to 
him any weakness in the matter.* Athanasius, on the other 
‘hand, undeniably speaks in two places of a weak yielding of 
Liberius. In his Historia Arianorum ad Monachos, he says : 
“ Liberius was banished ; after two years he yielded (@«Aace), 
and from fear of the death with which they threatened him, he 
signed.” Against this testimony, the Bollandist Stilting, and 
lately Professor Reinerding of Fulda,’ have raised the objection 
that the Historia Arianorum ad Monachos was composed 
during the lifetime of Leontius Castratus of Antioch, therefore 
before the supposed fall of Liberius, and consequently 
that the passage relating to it is a later addition.’ This is 
certainly true,® but it does not therefore follow that this 

friends of the latter, and then he called him back.” This is certainly incon- 
sistent. Our account, however, truly says, ‘‘ At first the Emperor conceded that 
Liberius should return, and in union with Felix should fill the Papal office. At 
such a decision (two Popes) disturbance arose, and now the Emperor allowed 
Liberius to return as the sole occupant of the Papal See.” 

1 Acta Sanctorum, t. vi. Septembris (23d September), p. 572 sqq., especially 
pp. 598 sqq. 

2 Zaccaria, Dissert. de Commentitio Liber’ Lapsu. 
3 Palma, Prelectiones Hist. Eccl. t. i. P. ii., Romes 1888, p. 94 sqq. 
‘The passages referring to this have already been quoted in note 1 of the 

preceding page. 
'  § Hist, Arian. ad Monachos, c. 41. 

6 Reinerding, Beitrdge eur Honorius und Liberiuafrage, 1865, p. 34 sqq. 
7 Acta Sanctorum, l.c. p. 601 aqq. 
8 The Benedictine editors of the works of 8S. Athanasius (in their Admonitio 

to the Epist. ad Serapionem, N. xi.) indeed maintained that Leontius died later, 
as Socrates, ii. 37, states. We cannot, however, agree with them here, but must 

rather allow, with the Bollandists, that Leontius was certainly dead at the time 
of the alleged weakness of Liberius, and that Eudoxius was then his successor, 
as Sozomen (iv. 15, compared with c. 13 and 14) very expressly relates. And if 
this is so, the Historia Arian. ad Monachoe must necessarily have been written 
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addition is spurious, and not the work of Athanasius himeelf. 
The Historia was written by Athanasius before the fall of 
Liberius, and sent to the monks for whom it was destined ; 
but he demanded and received his manuscript back again.’ 
Some time later, Bishop Serapion of Thmuis wrote to him, 
begging that he would give him some account of the Arian 
heresy, and of his own fortunes, as well as of the death of 
Arius. To meet the two first requests, Athanasius sent his 
friend the Historia Arianorwm ad Monachos; while, to fulfil 
the third wish, he wrote the little book, De Morte Arit 
Between the original composition of the History and its 
despatch to Serapion, a considerable time elapsed, during 
which the affair of Liberius took place, which seems to have 
led Athanasius to make a little addition. 

In another work, the Apologia contra Arianos? Athanasius 
again says of Liberius: “Even if he did not endure the 
miseries of exile to the end, still he remained two years in 
banishment.” It is surely useless trouble to try and find any 
other meaning in the words, “he did not endure the miseries 
of exile to the end,’ than this, “ He did not hold out—did not 
remain entirely stedfast,” especially when we remember the ° 
former passage.* Stilting, however, remarks that this Apologia 
of Athanasius was also written before the supposed fall of 
Liberius, as early as 349, and that the chapters 89 and 
90 (in which the passage quoted is found) are only a later 
addition. This, again, is certainly true; but this addition also, 

like the appendix to the Historia Arianorum ad Monachos, 
was from the pen of Athanasius himself. The Apologia is a 
collection of pieces which he put together about as early as 
350, but which in course of time he enlarged and supple- 
mented. They repeatedly passed through his hands, and, 
together with the Historia Arianorum, he first submitted them 
to the perusal of the monks, and some time later to Bishop 

before the fall of Liberius, which only took place some time after the Synod held 
by Eudoxius at Antioch. Cf. above, p. 228, and Sozom. iv. 15, 

1 This he says expressly in his letter to them, c. 3, which is prefixed to the 
Historia Arian. ad Monachos, Opp. t. i. P. i. p. 272, ed. Patav. 

* He says this also in his Hpist. ad Serap. c. 1, Le. p. 269. 
3 Apologia contra Arianos, c. 89, 
* Athan. Hist. Arian. c. 41, 
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Serapion of Thmuis.’ There is therefore ho sufficient ground 
for rejecting, as have Stilting and lately Reinerding, the 
evidence of these two passages against Liberius in the works 
of Athanasius. On the contrary, they prove to us that 
Liberius, yielding to violence, did sign a certain document ; 

what document is not precisely stated. 
S. Hilary of Poitiers also, in his work Contra Constantium 

Imperatorem; says much the same as Athanasius, i.e. “ that he 
did not know which was the greater presumption on the part 
of the Emperor, the banishment of Liberius, or his recall to 
Rome.”* It is here intimated that the recall of Liberius was 
not altogether void of blame, and that Constantius had only 
allowed it under very oppressive conditions. I am aware that 
Zaccaria, Palma, and lately Reinerding,* take Hilary’s words to 
mean that Constantius had annoyed the Pope upon his return 
in various ways, not that he had extorted from him an im- 
proper subscription. This is so far true, that Hilary does not 
in so many words actually say this, but it is undeniably implied 
in his emphatic words which point to a then well-known fact. 

Sozomen * relates further, that during his stay at Sirmium 
the Emperor summoned Liberius from Bercea, for the purpose 
of inducing him to renounce the opoovcros. To this end, he 
says that Constantius assembled the delegates of the Synod 
of Ancyra, who had arrived from the east, and also the 
bishops present at the Court, in a new Synod (the third at 
Sirmium), and was principally supported in his conduct 
towards Liberius by the three Semi-Arians, Basil of Ancyra, 
Eustathius of Sebaste, and Eleusius of Cyzicus. They 
collected all the decisions against Paul of Samosata and 
Photinus of Sirmium, as well as the symbol of the An- 
tiochian Synod of 341,° together in one book (as did the 

1 All this has been rightly understood and expressed by an older colleague of 
Stilting’s, the celebrated Papebroch, in his treatise on Athanasius in the works 
of the Bollandists, t. i. Magi Prolog. p. 186, and chap. 19, n. 220; xxv. 
n. 296. 

* Hilar. Contra Oonstantium Imperatorem, c. 11. 
3 QO te miserum, qui nescio utrum majore impietate relegaveris, quam 

remiseris,” p. 1247, ed. Bened. 
* Palma, lc. p. 102; Reinerding, Ac. p. 29. ® Sozom. iv. 15. 
* This Synod drew up four symbols, which Athanasius gives in his De Synodia, 
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Synod just held at Antioch, which had renewed the old 
decrees, and only added more precise explanations), assured 
Liberius that the opoovevws was only a cloak for heretical 
views (as was indeed the case with Photinus), and at last 
brought him together with four African bishops to assent to 
this document. But, on the other hand, Liberius declared 
that, “ whoever did not allow that the Son was like the Father 

in substance and in all things, should be shut out from the 
Church,” believing himself obliged to add this, “because 
Eudoxius of Antioch was spreading the report that Liberius 
and Hosius had rejected the opotovoros and accepted the 
Gvopotos.” 

Putting the accounts from these various sources together, 

the result is :-— 
(1.) That Liberius was summoned to the third Sirmian 

Synod. 
(2.) That at this Synod the Semi-Arian views triumphed 

over the Anomcean, and the second (Anomcean) Sirmian 
formula was again suppressed. 

(3.) That at the third Sirmian Synod no new confession of 
faith was drawn up, but only the old Eusebian decree of faith 
(namely, that of Antioch in 341) was renewed and signed 
indeed by Liberius also. 

(4.) That Liberius thus, indeed, renounced the formula 
opo0vetos, not because he had in any way fallen from orthodoxy, 
but because he had been made to believe that formula to be 
the cloak of Sabellianism and Photinism. 

(5.) That, on the other hand, he still more energetically 
insisted upon the acknowledgment that the Son was in every- 
thing, in substance also, like the Father, whereby, with regard 

to what is said in No. 4, he departed from the orthodox formula 
in words only, not in real inward belief, as is confirmed by his 

subsequently coming forward on the side of orthodoxy.’ 
(6.) Lastly, that Liberius from henceforth held communion 

with the three bishops, who, like himself, had signed the 
Sirmian formula. 

c. 22.sqq. But probably the fourth Antiochian symbol is here meant, which 
was also repeated at Philippopolis and at the first Sirmian Synod in 351. 

1 Socrat. iv. 12. 
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Here S. Jerome also agrees, when he says in his chronicle: 
“ Inberius tedio victus exilti, in hereicam pravitatem sub- 

seribens Romam quasi victor intravit ;” and again, in his 
Catalogus Scriptorum :’ “ Bishop Fortunatian of Aquileia was 
to be blamed, ‘ quod Inberiwm, Romane urbis episcopum, pro 
Jide ad exiliwm pergentem, primus sollicitavit ac freq a ad 
subscriptionem heereseos compulit.” According to this, Fortu- 
natian had advised (sollicitavit) Pope Liberius to this weakness 
when he was first going into exile, and subsequently, after . 
his return to Sirmium, actually seduced him into it (regi). 
That Hilary here speaks of an heretical formula as signed by 
Liberius need not surprise us; for even if the formulas com- 
piled and drawn up at the third Sirmian Synod contained 
nothing positively heretical, yet they were meant to serve 
Semi-Arian purposes, and were drawn up with Anti-Nicene 
views. The words of S. Jerome, therefore, in no way oblige 
us to accuse Liberius of a heavier crime than that of giving 
his consent to ‘the second Sirmian formula; but neither, on 
the other hand, can we allow Stilting, Palma, and Reinerding 
to be right in representing these statements of S. Jerome as 
entirely devoid of truth. Reinerding especially tried to prove 
that Jerome had been deceived by false reports spread by the 
Arians. He thinks the same must be assumed as regards 
Athanasius also, if the expressions mentioned above? and 
unfavourable to Liberius are to be considered genuine.’ 

Against this conclusion two seemingly powerful witnesses 
unfavourable to Liberius present themselves, namely, him- 
self, in three letters of his, and S. Hilary, who is said to 
have taken these letters into his sixth fragment and accom- 
panied them with a few remarks.* The first of these letters 
of Liberius, beginning with the words, Pro deijico timore, is 
addressed to the Oriental (Arianizing) bishops, and says: “Your 
holy faith is known to God and the world. I do not defend 

Athanasius, but because my predecessor Julius had received 
him, I also acted in the same way. But when I came to see 

1. 97. , Pp. 240 aq. 
2 Stilting, in the Acta Sanct. t. vi. Septembris, p. 605 sqq. ; Palma, fc. 

p. 102 sq. ; Reinerding, /.c. p. 88 sqq., p. 48. 
48. Hilarii Opp. Frag. vi. p. 1885, n. 4. 
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the justice of your condemnation of him, I immediately agreed 
in this your sentence, and sent a letter on the subject by 
Bishop Fortunatian of Aquileia to the Emperor Constantius. 
Now that Athanasius is put out of communion by us all, I 
declare that I am at peace and unity with you all, and with 
the Oriental bishops in all provinces. Bishop Demophilus of 
Bercea has explained to me this your Catholic faith, which has 
been examined and accepted at Sirmium by several brothers 
and fellow-bishops, and I have willingly and without opposition 
accepted and agreed to it. I pray you now, so work together 
that I may be released from exile, and may return to the See 
entrusted to me by God.” 

The second letter is addressed to Ursacius, Valens, and 

Germinius ; and he writes, that “ from love of peace, which he 

preferred to martyrdom, he had already condemned Athanasius 
before he despatched the letters of the Oriental bishops 
(probably the answer to the former letter) to the Emperor. 
Athanasius was rejected by the Roman Church, as the whole 
presbytery of Rome could testify. He had sent Fortunatian 
to the Emperor to request permission to return (as we already 
know); he was at peace and unity with Ursacius, Valens, 
and others; they ought now again to obtain peace for the 
Roman Church, and should, moreover, tell Epictetus and 

Auxentius (of Milan) that he held communion with them 
also.” 

Lastly, the third letter is addressed to Vincent of Capua,’ 
and is as surprising as it is brief. It runs: “I do not 
instruct but only exhort your holy soul, because evil com- 
munications corrupt good manners. The cunning of the 
wicked is well known to you, which is the cause of my 
present misery. Pray to God that He may help me to bear 
it. I have given up the contest for Athanasius, and have 
communicated this by letter to the Orientals. Tell the 
bishops of Campania to write to the Emperor, and to enclose 
my letter, that I may be freed from this misery. That I shall 
be absolved by God, you may see; if you let me perish in 
exile, God will be the judge between you and me.” 

The above-mentioned fragment, ascribed to 8S. Hilary, 
1 See above, p. 203. 
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introduces these letters with the words: “ Liberius forfeited 
all his former excellence by writing to the sinful, heretical 
Arians, who had passed an unjust sentence upon the holy 
Athanasius.” Moreover, the author of this fragment inter- 
rupts the first of the letters in question by three exclama- 
tions, in which he calls the Sirmian formula, which Liberius is 
said to have signed, a perfidia Ariana, and Liberius himself 
an apostata and prevaricator, and three times anathematizes 
him. The same occurs at the end of the second letter. The 
fragmentist finally adds the observation that this Sirmian 
formula was the work of Narcissus, Theodorus, Basil, 

Eudoxius, Demophilus, Cecropius, Silvanus, Ursacius, Valens, 

Evagrius, Hyrenceus, Exuperantius, Terentianus, Bassus, Gau- 

dentius, Macedonius, Marthus (or Marcus), Acticus, Julius, 

Surinus, Simplicius, and Junior.’ 
According to this, (1.) it was not first at Sirmium in 358 

that Liberius renounced communion with Athanasius, and 

entered into communion with the Semi-Arians; he had 
already done so at Bercea while still in exile. 

(2.) He had already at Bercea signed the first or second 
Sirmian formula. 

(3.) The Bishop Demophilus of Bercea, a man well known 
in the history of Arianism, had explained this formula to 
him. 

(4.) To this formula Liberius had willingly and without 
opposition consented. 

(5.) He had sent a letter concerning his renunciation of 
Athanasius by Bishop Fortunatian of Aquileia to the Emperor. 

(6.) He was, notwithstanding, retained in banishment. 
(7.) He therefore appealed to the Arian bishops to intercede 

with the Emperor for him. 
(8.) Lastly, in the second letter it is said that not only 

Liberius, but the whole Roman Church, had renounced com- 
munion with Athanasius, 

That this contradicts our previous conclusion is undeniable ; 
but, at the same time, doubts of the genuineness of these three 
letters and of the fragment ascribed to S. Hilary force them- 
selves upon us from all sides. 

1 Hilar. Opp. Frag. vi. n. 7, p. 1887. 



POPE LIBERIUS AND THE THIRD SIRMIAN FORMULA. ° 239 

1. Sozomen! says that lies were circulated at the expense of 
Pope Liberius, namely, that he gave his sanction to the Ano- 
moean doctrine. Neither can it be denied that spurious letters 
were ascribed to him as well as to S. Athanasius : to this class 
belongs, first of all, the correspondence between Liberius and 
Athanasius,’ unconditionally acknowledged to be spurious, and, 
what is of still more importance to us, a letter from Liberius 
to the Oriental bishops, contained in the same fragment of 
Hilary, and beginning with the words studens pact. That this 
must of necessity be spurious, we have already said,’ and it was 
so recognised by Baronius ;* the Benedictine editors of S. Hilary 
and the Bollandist, P. Stilting, have also proved it in detail.’ 

Now there is an undoubted resemblance between this 
decidedly spurious document and the three other letters said 
to proceed from Liberius, with which we are here concerned ; 
all four are evidently the work of one author, and, as the 

saying is, worked on one pattern. Language, style, and 
manner are alike in all four, and indeed equally bad. The 
language is barbarous Latin, and is not only wanting in all 
refinement and elegance, but shows such great awkwardness 
and poverty of expression (the same half-barbarous terms 
and phrases occur again and again), that it is impossible that 
these letters could have been the work of a well-educated 
man, whose mother tongue was Latin. The style is no better 
than the language. The several clauses are placed side by 
side without connecting link, or natural transition, and are 
only united by juxtaposition. But most striking of all is their 
poverty of thought ; we see plainly that the author had only 
two or three sentences at his command, which he gives in all 
their bareness, quite in the manner of one who is obliged to 

1 Sozomen, iv. 15. 
2 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 219 sqq. (pseudo-Isidore) and pp. 225 sqq. (old ancient 

forgery) ; cf. also Bolland. Acta SS. Sept. t. vi. pp. 625 sqq. in the treatise 
of P. Joannes Stilting on Liberius. 

* Pp. 200 sq. 4 Baron. in Append. t. iii. ad ann. 352. 
5 Hilar. Opp. ed. Bened. p. 1327, not. a. Acta 88. l.c. p. 580 sqq. Tillemont 

alone does not dare entirely to reject this letter, l.c. t. viii. Viede S. Athanas. 
art. 64, note 68. 

6 Stilting, ic. p. 580 b, rightly says: ‘‘Stylus est adolescentis alicujus 
linguam Latinam discentis, qui prima precepta nec dum satis intelligit, et certe 
non satis novit cogitationes suas nitido et claro utcumque sermone exprimere.” 
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write only one letter a year. Hence the dulness and feeble- 
ness of these letters, which show no trace of feeling or life, but 
are rather cold, dry, and lame,—while, as we well know, 

misfortune, which Liberius was then experiencing, gives warmth 
and eloquence to the speaker. It is impossible that one who 
could write from exile letters so cold, poor, and feeble, could 

have felt the misery of banishment. 
Other letters ascribed to Pope Liberius, and which bear in 

themselves the stamp of genuineness, have quite another 
character, as for instance his letter to Constantius, and his 
eloquent Dialogue with the Emperor, as well as the speech 
which Ambrose has preserved to us in the third book De 
Virginibus. 

2. The three letters of Liberius in question suggest further 
grounds for doubts as to their genuineness. (a.) It is there 
said that Liberius had sent the Bishop Fortunatian of Aquileia 
to the Emperor with his letter relating to Athanasius, etc. 
Now, if Constantius was already at Sirmium, Aquileia was twice 
as far from Beroea (where Liberius then was) as Sirmium itself, 
and the way to Aquileia lay through Sirmium, not vice versa. 
Even if the Emperor had then been still at Rome, neither in 
that case would Aquileia have been the middle station between 
that city and Berea This objection can only be evaded by 
supposing that Fortunatian had been without interruption in 
the company of Liberius at Bercea, and that he now sent him, 
quasi a latere, to the Emperor, which is certainly incorrect. It 
is, however, easy to see that the falsified or pseudo-Liberius 

introduced Bishop Fortunatian into these letters, because he 
read in Jerome that the former had seduced Liberius into 
the weakness of signing an Arian formula. But Jerome never 
makes Fortunatian the chamberlain and messenger of Liberius, 
as does this forger. 

(b.) According to the three letters, Liberius, even after hav- 
ing done all in his power,—anathematized Athanasius, signed 
an Arian formula, and entered humbly and sorrowfully into 
communion with the Arians,—=still did not receive permission 
to return for a long time. This is unlikely, and after the 

1 Hilar. Fragm. v. p. 13380. ? Theodoret, ii. 16. 
3 De Virginibua, c. 1-3; cf. Stilting, in the Acta SS. lc. p. 582 b and p. 630 a 
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events at Bercea, and the promise the Emperor had there 
made, entirely incredible. 

(c.) These three letters contain all kinds of incongruities : 
the second says, for instance, that the whole Roman Church 
had long since condemned Athanasius, as all the Roman 
priests could testify, and that this condemnation had been 
long since carried out. This is certainly untrue; Athanasius, 
on the contrary, always enjoyed the protection of Rome. 
According to the reading in pseudo-Liberius most approved 
by critics, prius quam ad comitatum sancti imperatoris per- 
venissem, Athanasius was already anathematized by the 
Roman Church, before Liberius was summoned to the Imperial 
palace in 355. This is evidently false, and is indeed the 
same lie with which we are already acquainted in the false 
letter, Studens paci, so that Baronius acknowledged the spurious- 
ness of this letter also.” Moreover, the first half of this 
second letter is so unclear, that what follows after sola hee 

causa fuit, if it ever had a meaning consistent with the 
context, cannot now be rightly understood. 

The last letter, however, of them all contains the most 
absurdities. The very first sentence, non doceo, sed admoneo, 
has here no sense, for the letter is really no exhortation, but 
@ petition; there is no mention whatever of any advice. To 
this is added, quite irrelevantly, the quotation from 1 Cor. xv. 
33: “Evil communications corrupt good manners,” which has 
no connection whatever, and here no sense. The conclusion 

of this letter is just as unreasonable: me ad Deum absolve 
vos videritis ; si volueritis me in exilio deficere, errt Deus pudex 
anter me et vo8. 

(d.) Lastly, the tone of these letters is so pitiful, and they 
represent Liberius as so cringingly begging the intercession of 
his enemies with the Emperor, as to be quite irreconcilable 
with the whole character of the man, his former conduct, his 

frankness with the Emperor, and his subsequent behaviour, 

especially as shown after the Synod of Seleucia-Rimini. 

1 The Benedictine editor of Hilary has only accepted this reading in the notes, 
p. 1838, note h, and has taken his text: priue quam ad comitatum s. 
imperatoria literas Orientalium destinarem episcoporum, from a codex of Sirmond 
he had not himself seen. Cf. Stilting, Ac. p. 584 a. n. 48, 44. 

* Baron, Append. t. iii. p. 25. 

ll. ; Q 
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On account of all this, and because of the impossibility of 
reconciling these letters with well-authenticated history (the 
conclusion before mentioned), I have as little doubt of their 
spuriousness as have Baronius, Stilting, Petrus, Ballerini, 

Massari, Palma,’ and others, and conclude that they were 
written in the Anomcean interest, by some Greekling who 
had very little knowledge of the Latin tongue. Such a false- 
hood and forgery need not, however, so much surprise us, as 
we know false letters ascribed to Athanasius were also 
circulated by the Arian party ; and Sozomen expressly relates 
that the Anomceans (strict Arians) in Asia had spread false 
reports concerning Liberius, representing him as having em- 
braced their views, signed the second Sirmian formula, and 

rejected the teaching of the Church.? Might not these three 
letters have been the very means employed to spread these 
false reports ? 

3. The remarks and additions of the fragmentist, in which 
we cannot recognise 8. Hilary, appear to us no less suspicious 
than the letters. As is known, Hilary of Poitiers wrote a 
work against Ursacius and Valens, containing a history of the 
Synod of Rimini,’ which has not come down to us, of which, 
in the opinion of the Benedictines, the fifteen fragments first 
published by Nicholas Faber are remains. As two of these 
fragments bear the name of Hilary at the top or on the margin, 
Coustant, the Benedictine editor of the works of 8. Hilary, 
concluded that all these fragments were written by him. 
Stilting, in the work of the Bollandists,‘ has proved in detail 
that such a conclusion is incorrect and bold in the extreme. 
This sixth fragment especially, which contains the oft-men- 
tioned three letters’ of pseudo-Liberius, has no other mark 
whatever of having proceeded from Hilary, except that in one 
place in the margin of the codex in which it is found, the 
words, Sanctus Hilarius anathema ule (Inberio) dictt, appear. 

1Palma, Uc. p. 170; Ballerini, De vi ae ratione Primatus, chap. xv. 8, p. 
298, ed. August. 1770. The literary journals of Rome of the 17th April, and Fuchs 
in his Biblioth. der Kirchenvers., vol. ii. p. 187, give some account of Massari’s 
work on the Synod of Rimini, in which these three letters, as well as the earlier 
Studens paci, are all declared to be spurious. See above, p. 198, note 38. 

? Sozom. iv. 15. 3 Jerome, Catalog. seu de Viris Iliust. c. 100. 
41.c. pp 514 sqq. 
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This very weak evidence is abundantly outweighed by counter- 
proofs. (a.) Above all, the violent and passionate exclamations 
in which the fragmentist abuses and anathematizes Liberius 
are utterly unworthy of a Hilary, and much more betray the 
spirit of a fiery Luciferian. (.) It is indeed impossible that 
they can proceed from Hilary, for he only wrote the work 
from which the fragments are said to come, after the Synod of 
Seleucia-Rimini; therefore at a time when Liberius had atoned 
for his temporary weakness, and shown himself a champion of 
orthodoxy. Moreover, Liberius was then universally recognised — 
as the true Pope, and therefore Hilary was in communion 
with him.’ 

(4.) The three letters of pseudo-Liberius do not say which 
Sirmian formula the Pope had signed; the fragmentist, how- 
ever, adds that it was the one composed by the bishops 
Narcissus, Theodorus, Basil, Eudoxius, and others? According 
to this, Liberius cannot possibly have signed the second 
Sirmian formula, for 

(a.) At the time of the second Sirmian Synod, Theodore of 
Heraclea, who is here, as often elsewhere, mentioned with 

Narcissus of Neronias or Irenopolis, was no longer living. 
Pope Liberius himself is the witness to this in his interview 
with the Emperor Constantius, given in Theodoret.’ 

(6.) Further, the second Synod of Sirmium, as appears from 
Sozomen,* was entirely composed of Westerns ; but here the 
authors of the formula in question, mentioned by the frag- 
mentist, are almost all Orientals, . 

(c.) Among these he reckons, tertio loco, Basil of Ancyra, who 

however was, as we know, a most decided opponent, and by 
no means one of the authors of the second Sirmian formula. 

(d.) We can, moreover, appeal to the fact, first, that Hilary, 
in his genuine works, never places the weakness of Liberius 

1 [These arguments, from internal evidence, against the genuineness of the 
fragments of St. Hilary, and the three disputed letters of Liberius, must, of 
course, depend entirely for their force on the absence of external evidence. Dr. 
Newman appears to entertain no doubt on the subject, for he several times 
quotes the fragments in the text and appendix of his Arians of the Fourth Cen- 
tury (8d ed. 1871) without any hint of suspicion. See pp. 832, 486, 487. Cf. 
also note appended at the end of this volume. ] 

* See above, p. 238. 3 Theodoret, ii. 16. 4 Sozom. iv. 12. 
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on the same footing with that of Hosius, and thus in his 
De Synodis' assigns to Hosius, on account of his lapsus, an 
entirely singular position ; secondly, that the real Arians, on 
the other hand, as Phoebadius shows, appealed only to Hosius, 
and by no means to Liberius.? 

But may not the fragmentist, in introducing the names of 
those bishops, intend to signify that Liberius had signed the 
first Sirmian formula of 351, when Theodore was still 

living, and when all the bishops mentioned might possibly 
have taken part in its composition? We would gladly accept 
this conjecture, which makes the fault of Liberius appear very 
small, were we not hindered by Hilary himself. For in his 
genuine works he judges the first Sirmian formula (and that 
of Antioch in 351) so mildly, and interprets it in such an 
orthodox sense,* that it is impossible to believe that he 
(supposing him to be the author of the sixth fragment) should 
in another place have called it a perfidia Ariana, and anathe- 
matized him who signed it as an apostate. Hilary himself, 

indeed, during his exile, long stood on friendly terms with the 
Semi-Arians, 

Lastly, the fragmentist can no more have meant the 
third Sirmian formula than the second, for (2) not only was 
Theodore of Heraclea dead at the time of the third as of the 
second Sirmian Synod, but Eudoxius (the friend of the 
Aetians) was so far from being a member of the third Sirmian 
Synod, that the latter was rather directed against him and his 
Antiochian assembly. (6) But what alone would decide the 
question is, that these letters of pseudo-Liberius represent 
Liberius as having already signed a Sirmian formula during 
his exile, while still at Bercea, therefore before the third 
Sirmian Synod was held. 

If we have now come to the conclusion that Liberius signed 
the third Sirmian formula, the objections raised by Palma and 
Stilting * cannot move us from this opinion. Both start from 
the belief that the third Sirmian Synod had drawn up no 

1 De Synodis, c. 87. 
2 Cf. p. 677, and Stilting in Acta 8S. lc. p. 611, n. 170; Palma, lc. p. 106. 
* Hilar. De Synodis, c. 29 sqq. and c. 38 sqq. 
‘ Stilting in Acta SS. Lc. pp. 612 sqq.; Palma, Uc. p. 105. 
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creed, but only twelve anathemas,—those twelve, namely, of 
the eighteen anathemas of Ancyra which Hilary? brings 
forward, and in which precisely those theses of the Synod of 
Ancyra which are suspicious, especially the last, which directly 
anathematizes the dwoovcws, are left out. But Sozomen? 
expressly says that Liberius had been brought to agree to the 
(Eusebian) decrees of faith, compiled by the Semi-Arians, 
against Paul of Samosata, Photinus of Sirmium, and the Synod 
of Antioch in 341.4 And this very compilation, together with 
the twelve anathemas of Ancyra, received at the third Sirmian 
Synod, we are justified in calling the third Sirmian formula.’ 

Hilary supplies materials for a further objection. As is 
known, he judged several Semi-Arian formulas very mildly, 
and was also during his exile in Phrygia in friendly inter- 
course with the Semi-Arians. How could he then, if Liberius 
only signed a Semi-Arian formula, write to the Emperor 
Constantius with reference to him: Nescio ufrum majore 
impietate (eum) relegaveris quam remiseris?® Does not the 
blame contained in these words imply that Liberius allowed a 
real Arian formula to be forced upon him? I do not think 
so; for, in the first place, Hilary never sanctioned full com- 
munion with the Semi-Arians, especially never allowed 
participation with them in their Eucharist,’ and excused by 
the circumstances of the time rather than sanctioned all other 
communion with them. And, in the second place, Hilary in 
those words blames the Emperor far more than Liberius, and 
with full justice, for Constantius had in fact used violence 
towards Liberius, and in so doing = been guilty of a fresh 
crime towards him. 

We therefore conclude without Sub that Liberius, yielding 
to force, and sinking under many years of confinement and 
exile, signed the so-called third Sirmian formula, that is, the 
collection of older formulas of faith accepted at the third 

1 That which they call the third Sirmian formula of 359 was certainly later 
than the return of Liberius ; but: for us this is the fourth Sirmian formula. 

* Hilar. De Synodiz, c. 12. 3 Sozom. iv. 15. 4 See above, pp. 200 aq. 
5 [On the vexed question as tp what formula precisely Liberius subscribed, see 

the third appendix to Newmah’s Arians (ué supra) on ‘‘the Confessions of 
Sirmium.”] 

® Contra Constantium, n. 11, p. 1247. ? Ibid. n. 2, p. 1239. 
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Sirmian Synod of 358. He did not do this without scruples, 
for the Semi-Arian character and origin of these formulas were 
not unknown to him; but, as they contained no direct or 
express rejection of the orthodox faith, and as it was repre- 
sented to him, on the other side, that the Nicene opoovctos 
formed a cloak for Sabellianism and Photinism, he allowed 
himself to be persuaded to accept the third Sirmian confession. 
But by so doing he only renounced the letter of the Nicene 
faith, not the orthodox faith itself, as not only his former but 
his later stand against heresy testifies, as well as the addition 
which he made to his signature of the Sirmian formula, and in 
which he interprets the formula itself in an orthodox sense.' 

The Semi-Arians now made use of their victory as far as 
possible for the annihilation of their opponents, the strict 
Arians. Eudoxius of Antioch was banished to his fatherland 
Armenia, Aetius to Pepuza in Phrygia (made so celebrated by 
the Montanists), his pupil Eunomius to Midaium also in 
Phrygia, Theophilus, the former missionary to the Homerites, 
to Heraclea in Pontus, others to other places, in all seventy 
Anomeeans ; and, indeed, as Philostorgius maintains, this was 

done chiefly at the instigation of Basil of Ancyra, who was 
supported by the ladies of the Imperial Court. Many, in con- 
sequence, who had hitherto belonged more to strict Arianism, 

now turned to the Semi-Arian side, especially Macedonius, 

bishop of Constantinople, the head of the subsequent Pneuma- 
tomachians.*? Many of the violent measures practised by Basil 
and his friends were, however, unknown to the Emperor; and 
when Bishop Patrophilus of Scythopolis, and Narcissus of Ireno- 
polis (Neronias), made him acquainted with their acts, he at once 
recalled the exiles and commanded another Synod to be held.’ 

SEc. 82. Double Synod at Seleucia and Rimini in 359. 

According to the above statement of Philostorgius, we 
should suppose that Constantius summoned the new Synod 

' Page 235. [For the argument on the other side the reader may compare 
Renouf’s ‘‘ Note on Liberius,” cited at the end of this volume, not for the pur- 
pose of pronouncing on the points at issue, but as giving a luminous exposition, 
from the pen of a learned Roman Catholic critic, of the adverse view to the 
author's on an important historical controversy. } 

2 Philostorg. Fragm. Hist. Eccl. lib. iv. 8, 9. 3 Ibid. c. 10. 
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in favour of the Anomcans; but Sozomen’ says just the 
contrary, that he thereby intended to put an end to the 
Anomeean doctrine. The truth is probably to be found 
in Socrates,’ ¢.¢. that Constantius desired to restore universal 
peace among the Arianizing parties by means of a new, as | 
and General Synod. The statements of S. Athanasius d 
not contradict this supposition, for he only means that the 
division of the great Council planned by the Emperor into 
two smaller contemporary Synods (but not the Synod itself) 
had been brought about by the Anomceans.’ ‘We learn from 
Sozomen ‘ that the Emperor at first intended to hold the great 
Synod at Nicsea, but that Basil of Ancyra, who then, and for 

some time after, had the greatest influence with him, proposed 
the neighbouring Nicomedia instead of: the city of Nicza, 
which was displeasing to him on account of its associations 
with the Nicene ouoovows. Constantius now commanded that 
the wisest bishops from every ecclesiastical province should at 
once meet at Nicomedia, invested with full powers. Many 
of them were already on the road when, on the 24th August 

' 358, Nicomedia was entirely destroyed by an earthquake, 

and a fire occasioned by it. Cecropius, the bishop of that 
place, perished in it, and, to the great sorrow of the Christians, 

the splendid cathedral fell; calamities in which the heathens 
chose to recognise the visible judgment of the gods.” The 
Emperor immediately wrote to Basil of Ancyra, inquiring what 
was now to be done; and as he now also advised Nica, 
Constantius commanded that at the commencement of the \ 
following summer all the bishops should assemble there, and 
that the old and infirm should send priests or deacons as. 
their representatives. The Synod itself was to send a 
deputation of ten Orientals, and as many Westerns, to the 
Court, to report the decisions arrived at, “that he (the 
Emperor) might himself know whether they had come to an 
understanding in accordance with the Holy Scriptures, and 
might decide according to his own judgment what was best to 
be done.” A second decree followed shortly, the purport of 
which was “that the bishops should wait wherever they might 

1 Sozom. iii. 19, iv. 16. 8 Soo. ii. 37. 3 Athanas. De Synodis, c. i. 7. 
“Sozom. iv. 16.  ° Sozom. iv. 16, and the notes of Valesius on this passage. 
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be, until another place for the Synod was determined and 
announced to them,” and at the same time Basil was com- 

missioned to inquire the views of the remaining Eastern bishops 
on this point. The opinions were very various, and Basil re- 
paired in person to the Emperor at Sirmium, where were also 
Marcus of Arethusa, and George of Alexandria; Valens and 
Ursacius, as well as Germinius of Sirmium, were also present. 
The two latter, and other secret adherents of the strict Anan 

doctrine, feared,and certainly not without reason, that if the great 

Synod took place, the Semi-Arians and the orthodox would pro- 
bably make common cause in censuring the Anomcean doctrine; 
and therefore, supported by the first Imperial chamberlain, the 
eunuch Eusebius, a friend of the Anomceans, they represented 
to the Emperor that it would be less expensive and more to the 
purpose to assemble the Western bishops at Ariminum (now 
Rimini), but the Easterns, with those from Libya and Thrace, 
at Seleucia Aspera (tpaxela, on account of the neighbouring 
steep mountains), the capital of Isauria, and thus to hold a 
double Synod.’ To this the Emperor agreed.’ 

They were also successful in a second plan. Jt might be 
foreseen that the approaching Synod, or double Synod, would 
draw up a creed. Now, in order that this should contain no © 
direct rejection of the Anomcean doctrine, those in favour of 

it at the Imperial Court planned the drawing up beforehand of 
an ambiguous formula which should be laid before the Synod 
for acceptance. It was to be so arranged, that while on the 
one hand it did no harm to the Anomeeans, yet, on the other, 

it might satisfy the Emperor and the Semi-Arians. They 
succeeded in making the Semi-Arians then at the Court 
believe that it was better and more to the purpose to lay 
before the Synod an already existing confession, and both 
parties (while still at the Court at Sirmium, before their 
departure for the Synod) combined for the composition of 
such a formula, After long debates, this was finished on the 
eve of the Feast of Pentecost, May 22d, 359,° and it is often 

’ Sozom. iv. 16; Athanas. De Synodis, c. i. 7; Philostorg. iv. 10. 
* Sozom. iv. 17. 
* We obtain this date from the letter of Bishop Germinius of Sirmium: in Hilar. 

Fragm. xv. n. 8, p. 13863, from the signature of Valens in Epiphan. (Her. 73, 

c. 22, and from the heading of the formula itself in Athanas, De Synotdis,.c. 7. 
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called the third, but more rightly the fourth and last Sirmian 
formula. Its author was Bishop Marcus of Arethusa, whom 
the remaining bishops present (of Anomcean as well as 
Semi-Arian views) had entrusted with this commission.' 

“According to Sozomen and Socrates the formula was 
| originally written in Latin, but was also translated into 
' Greek ;? it was sanctioned by the Emperor, and signed by all 
the bishops then at Court.‘ But these very signatures show 

the suspicions of the Semi-Arians with regard to this formula. 
It is preserved to us in Athanasius and Socrates,’ and the 
heading runs thus: “The Catholic faith was established in 
the presence of our lord, the pious, victorious, and ever 

august Emperor, Constantius Augustus, under the consulate 
of Flavius Eusebius and Flavius Hypatius, at Sirmium, on 
the 11th of the Kalends of June.” The main points of 
the formula itself are as follows: “We believe in one only 
and true God, the Father and Ruler of all, Creator and 

Demiurge of all things, and in one only begotten Son of God, 
who was begotten of the Father without change (d7ra@ds) 
before all ages and all beginning, and all conceivable time, 
and all comprehensible ovota .. . God from God, similar 
(Guotov) to the Father, who has begotten Him according to 
the Holy Scriptures (xara tas ypadds), whose generation no 
one knows (understands) but the Father who has begotten 
Him. . . . The word ove/a, because it was used by the fathers 
in simplicity (dmrAovcrepoy, that is, with good intention), but 
not being understood by the people, occasions scandal, and is 
not contained in the Scriptures, shall be put aside, and in 

future no mention shall be made of the Usia with regard to 
God. .. . But we maintain that the Son is similar to the 
Father in all things, as also the Holy Scriptures teach and 
say.” This formula was first subscribed by Marcus of 
Arethusa, with the words, “Thus I believe and think;” and 
by. the others in like manner. But Valens added, “ How on 
the eve of the Feast of Pentecost we gave these signatures is 

1 Letter of the bishop Germinius of Sirmium in Hilar. Fragm. xv. p. 1862. 
* Sozom. iv. 17; Soc. ii. 87. 
3 Cf. also the note b of the Benedictines on Athanas. De Synodiz, c. 8. 
‘ Hilar. Fragm. xv. p. 1868. ° Athanas. De Synodis, c. 8 ; Socrat. ii. 37. 
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known to all who were present, and also to the pious 
Emperor, before whom we have testified in writing and by 
word of mouth.” Then followed his signature, and the further 
addition, “The Son is similar to the Father,” omitting the 

important xata mdyra, “in all things.” The Emperor, how- 
ever, compelled him to add these words. This circumstance 
strengthened Basil of Ancyra in his suspicion that the words 
“in all things” might perhaps be taken by Valens in a 
peculiar sense, and he therefore also made an addition to his 
signature, verging indeed upon orthodoxy: “Thus I believe, 
and to this I agree, in that I acknowledge the Son to be 
similar to the Father in all things, not only in will, but also 
in His being (cata rhv trapEw nad xata ro elvat). . . . But 
if any one says that He is only similar in part, I declare him 
not to be a member of the Catholic Church, as he does not, in 

accordance with the Holy Scriptures, acknowledge the simi- 
larity of the Son to the Father.” The signatures were read 
aloud, and delivered to Valens, who, as Basil knew, intended, 
to take the copy with him to the Synod of Riminj.’ 

For still greater security against the Anomceans, and for the 
still firmer maintenance of the cpoovcws, but especially to 
show that the words, “ similar in all things,” necessarily also 

included similarity of substance (the éjovovatos), Basil, probably 
about this time, in union with George of Laodicea and other 
friends, composed the dogmatic treatise which Epiphanius’ has 
preserved to us. That this whole treatise was not, as was 
formerly believed, the work of Epiphanius himself, but of 
Basil of Ancyra, Petavius has first shown in his Animadversiones, 
while in his Latin translation of the text itself he was still 
a victim of the old mistake.’ 

¥ We learn these details from Epiphanius, Her. 73, 22. Whether this 
passage in Epiphanius, from Eis civ ixeshsicay wires to the end of c. 22, also 
belongs to the memoir by Basil of Ancyra, given in the preceding chapter, or 
proceeds from Epiphanius himself, is doubtful. Cf. the notes of Dionysius 
Petavius on this passage in his edition of the works of S. Epiphanius, t. ii. 
Animadv. ad Her. 73, c. 22, p. 328, edit. Colon. 1682. 

2 At any rate, it goes as far as the passage discussed in the preceding note, 
beginning Els ri» ixeshicas wives; but even this passage may, as we have said, 
perhaps belong to Basil's treatise. 

3 Cf. his Animadversiones on Epiphan. Her. 78, c. 12, in the second volume 
of his edition, pp. 821 sq. ae 



DOUBLE SYNOD AT SELEUCIA AND RIMINI IN 839. 251 

The Synod of Rimini met earlier than the other,’ and in 
May 359 there were there assembled more than four hundred 
bishops from different Western provinces, especially Illyria, 
Italy, Africa, Spain, Gaul, and Britain? Constantius wished 
to charge the travelling expenses of all upon the treasury ; but 
the greater number, at least the bishops of Gaul, Aquitania, 
and Britain, by whom Sulpicius Severus was expressly informed 
of the fact, declined this offer, in order not to be in any way 
bound to the Emperor. Only three very poor British bishops 
took advantage of it, and preferred rather to burden the 
treasury than their colleagues who had offered to provide for 
them. The most famous among the orthodox bishops at 
Rimini were Restitutus of Carthage, the aged Musonius from 
the Byzacene province in Africa, Grecian of Calles (Cagli) 
in Italy, Phcoebadius of Agen in Gaul, and Servatius of 

Tongern.’ The presidency was probably held by Restitutus 
of Carthage, whose name stands first in all the synodal 
documents. Pope Liberius was neither present in person nor 
represented. Remi Ceillier doubts his having even been 
invited ;* but as he was then already reinstated, his being 
intentionally overlooked would not only have been inexpli- 
cable, but entirely contrary to the Emperor’s plans for unity. 
The Arian party numbered about eighty bishops, of whom the 
most prominent were Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, Auxentius 

of Milan, Epictetus of Civita Vecchia (Centumcelle), and 
Caius of Illyria. Athanasius says that, besides these, Demophilus 
of Bercea was also present at Rimini, but he, with all other 
Thracians, belonged to Seleucia ; nor does the Synod of Rimini 
mention him in its decree which anathematizes by name the 
most illustrious Arians. The Prefect Taurus acted as the 

1 The documents relating to the Synods of Rimini and Seleucia, which are to 
be found scattered in Athanasius, Hilary, and elsewhere, and are quoted by 
us in what follows from those sources, are conveniently collected in Mansi, Coll. 
Cone. t. iii. pp. 294-826, and less completely in Harduin, t. i. pp. 711 sqq. 

* Athanas. De Synodis, c. 8 ; Sozom. iv. 17 ; Sulpic. Sev. Hist, Sacra, 1. ii. p. 
346 b, in the Biblioth. Maz. PP. Lugd. 1677, t. iv. 

3 Hilar. Fragm. viii. p. 1846, and Fragm. vii. p. 1342 ; Jerome, Adv. Lucifer. 
t. iv. p. 800 ; Sulpic. Sev. Jc. p. 347 a; Remi Ceillier, Histoire Générale des 

Auteurs Sacrés, t. v. p. 520. 
‘ Histoire Générale, etc. t. v. p. 520. 
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Emperor’s representative and secular protector of the Synod, 
and was commissioned not to let the bishops go until they 
had come to one mind concerning the faith. For this he was 
promised the post of consul,’ which he indeed obtained in 
361; but, while still in office, immediately after the death of 
Constantius, he was ordered to Vercelli. 

The letter addressed by Constantius to the bishops assembled 
at Rimini is a very pattern of Byzantine Casaropapism.’ 
Sozomen* made a copy of a similar one, also addressed to the 
Synod of Seleucia, and his statements indicate that the letter 
used by him was published earlier, and was also fuller, than 
the other. The Emperor here ordered that the bishops should 
first settle the disputes concerning the faith, and, when this 
was done, should investigate the more private affairs, namely, 
the complaints of individuals concerning unjust deposition (as, 
for instance, that of Cyril of Jerusalem by the strict Aran 
metropolitan, Acacius of Caesarea), and the complaints made 
by the Egyptians of the violent acts practised by Bishop 
George of Alexandria, who had been forced upon them. 
Thirdly, when this was also done, each of the two Synods were 
to send a deputation of ten members to the Emperor to 
inform him of their decisions. 

Distinct from this edict is the other given by Hilary, 
expressly addressed only to the Synod of Rimini, and in 
which there is no mention of the second point, the investi- 
gation of private affairs. On the other hand, the first point, 
that the bishops should before everything else treat de fide et 
unitate, is especially insisted upon. To this is joined the 
command forbidding the bishops at Rimini, “as Westerns, to 
make any decisions whatever regarding the Easterns.” Here 
is clearly to be seen the influence of the Anomcean Court 
bishops, who dreaded an anathema from the predominantly 
orthodox Synod of Rimini upon Aetius, Eunomius, Eudoxius 
of Antioch, and other heads of the Anomceans. 

Finally, in the second edict, the third point, concerning the 

deputation to the Emperor, has a much deeper, and, as regards 
the issue of the double Synod, a very important signification. 

1 Bulpic. Sev. Le. p. 346 b. 2 Remi Ceillier, U.c. p. 520. 
3 In Hilar. Fragm. vii. p. 1340. 4 Sozom. iv. 17. 
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Constantius there orders that, “in case of a difference arising 
between the Eastern and Western bishops, the ten deputies 
chosen at Rimini should, after having appeared before the 
Emperor, enter into negotiation with the Easterns and try to 
settle the difference.” 

That this edict was really preceded by another similar one 
is shown in the words, ut prudentia vestre prioribus litteris 
intimavimus; and we have every reason for supposing that 
the edict given by Sozomen was an extract from the priores 
litter, the rest of which is lost. 

The edict mentioned secondly is dated the 27th May 359. 
As now we know that the last Sirmian formula was only 
finished on the 22d of that month,? it may be conjectured 
that Ursacius, Valens, and the other authors of this formula, 

also Basil of Ancyra, Marcus of Arethusa, and others, only set 

off after the opening of the Synod of Rimini to their respective 
assemblies ; the former to Rimini and the latter to Seleucia, 

possibly on the 27th May, so that the Emperor might have 
given them his edict to take with them. 

While the bishops assembled in the cathedral at Rimini 
discussed the faith, always appealing to the Holy Scriptures, 
Valens and Ursacius, accompanied by Germinius, Auxentius, 

and Caius, appeared before the assembly, and reading aloud 
the last Sirmian formula, declared that it was already con- 
firmed by the Emperor, and was now to be universally 
accepted, without discussions as to the sense which individuals 
might attach to its words.” According to Theodoret, they 
added that the expressions opoovotos and opovovcvos, which 
after all were not contained in Holy Scripture, had occasioned 
all the many disputes, and should therefore be discontinued, 
and the words “similar in all things” substituted in their 
stead. They thus thought to deceive the Westerns, whom 
they considered simple.* The answer first made to this by 
the orthodox bishops is not known, for that attributed to 
them by Sozomen® was not, according to Athanasius, made till 
somewhat later. The latter says® that “the orthodox had, in 

' Hilar. Fragm. vii. p. 1841. 2P. 248. 3 Athanas. De Synodis, c. 8. 
* Theodoret, Hist. ii. 18; cf. also Sozom. iv. 17. 
§ Sozom. iv. 17. 6 De Synodis, c. 9. 
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answer, proposed an anathema upon Arianism, and declared a 
new formula of faith to be totally unnecessary, for that the 
business in hand was not to find out the faith, but rather 

to confound its opponents. They thought that the Synod of 
Niczea had already done all that was necessary as regarded 
the faith ; that its decisions were to be held fast, and therefore 

that if Ursacius, Valens, and their friends had come with the 

same mind, they should with them unanimously anathematize 
all heresies, and especially the Arian. When this was refused, 
the Synod, recognising their heretical mind and intentions, 
once more unanimously approved the decisions of Nicza, 
especially the use of the expression ovcia; pronounced the 
anathema upon each separate point of Arianism,” and (on the 
21st July 359)* declared Ursacius, Valens, Germinius, and 
Caius (Auxentius and Demophilus) to be heretics and deposed. 
This decision it communicated to the Emperor in a letter 
originally written in Latin, and still in existence,‘ adding, that 
it was not through the propositions of Valens and the others, 
but only by holding fast the old Nicene faith, that perfect 

- peace could be restored. At the same time, they urgently 
begged the Emperor not to detain them longer at Rimini, as 
many of them were oppressed by age and poverty, and the 
churches could not spare their bishops for so long a time.” 

From the time when the separation of the parties at Rimini 
was openly proclaimed, both held separate meetings—the 
orthodox in the Church, the Arians in an oratory of their 
own ;> and each party also sent its own deputation to the 
Emperor. Sulpicius Severus says that most of the orthodox 
deputies were young, inexperienced, and imprudent men, and 
the Synod thought it wise to charge them to enter into no 

1 In the Definitio Catholica published by the Synod and preserved in Hilar. 
Fragm. vii. p. 1841. 

2 In the document given in Hilar. lc. p. 1848. 
7 In the document given in Athanas. De Synodis, c, 11, and in Hilar. le. p. 

1842. The Synod there calls itself Catholica Synodus. In the document itself 
there is no mention of the deposition of Auxentius and Demophilus, though 
there is in Athanas. fc. c. 9. On this cf. Remi Ceillier, 2c. p. 325. 

‘In Hilar. Fragm. viii. p. 1844; Athanas, De Synodis, c, 10; Sozom. iv. 
18 ; Socrat. ii. 37 ; Theodoret, ii. 19. 

5 Sulpic. Sev. Le. p. 346 b. 
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intercourse with the Arians, but to reserve everything for the 
decision of the Synod; the Arians, on the contrary, had made 
choice of older men, cunning and clever, who could easily 
obtain the upper hand with the Emperor. He gives no names, 
‘but states that each party, the orthodox and the Arian, had 
sent ten bishops ; but in the eighth fragment of Hilary’ we 
read of fourteen deputies on the orthodox side, of whom 
Restitutus of Carthage, before mentioned, seems to have been 
the head. The Emperor himself says, and also Sozomen, that 
from the orthodox side twenty deputies were despatched.” 

Meanwhile Constantius, on the 18th June 359, had left 

Sirmium for the East to make preparations for a war against 
the Persians, and had reached Constantinople just at the time 
of the arrival of the deputies. The Arian deputation, however, 
with Valens and Ursacius at their head, succeeded in arriving 
somewhat earlier, and their representations made such an 
impression upon the already Arianizing Emperor, that he 
severely blamed the orthodox for their non-acceptance of the 
fourth Sirmian formula; and while he treated Valens and 
Ursacius with the greatest respect, would not even allow the 
orthodox deputies to appear before him, but only sent an 
officer to receive from their hands the Synodal Letter which 
they had brought, under pretext of being just then over- 
whelmed with State business. Nay, he did not even give 
them an answer ; and after they had waited long in vain, they 
were directed to go in the meanwhile to Adrianople, and there 
to await the Emperor's leisure? This he communicated to 
the Synod in a very cold letter, remarking that they must 
wait for the return of their deputies from Adrianople with his 
answer, at the same time highly praising his own zeal in the 
matter. Athanasius has preserved this letter, as well as the 
short and earnest answer of the Fathers at Rimini, in which 

TP. 1846. ' 

2 In Athanas. De Synodis, c. 55, Sozom. iv. 18, p. 565. Remi Ceillier, U.c. p. 

581, is of opinion that only ten deputies were at first sent from the orthodox 
side, and that the four other names which occur in the eighth fragment of Hilary 
indicate that the Synod later again sent four deputies to the Emperor with their 
answer to his cold letter. 

2 Sozom. iv. 19 ; Socrat. ii. 38, p. 189, ed. Mog. ; Theodoret, ii. 19, p. 100, ed, 

Mog. 
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they again declared their firm adhesion to the Nicene faith, 
and demanded permission to return to their dioceses.” 

It was probably also at this time that an event took place, 
a full explanation of which is now no longer possible. Athana- 
sius, in his work De Synodis; relates that, “at the reecommen- 
dation of the Arians, Constantius had caused the Sirmian 

formula, with the chronological date in the heading, to be with- 
drawn, and all the copies issued to be recalled by the notary 
Martinian.” That which Athanasius here cites*® serves to 
explain this, namely, that it was entirely contrary to custom, 
and ridiculous, to furnish a confession of faith which should ex- 
press the eternal and abiding faith now and from the very first 
held in the Church, with a chronological date, which can only 
mean that from such a day such and such is the Christian 
faith, This was in the genuine heretical fashion. It was 
just as presumptuous, while denying to the Son of God the 
predicate of eternity, to call the Emperor in the heading 
eternal‘ When the Emperor found that the heading just 
mentioned was so ill received by the orthodox, he, probably 
at this time, ordered the withdrawal of the formula in 
question, in order to replace it by a similar one without the 
chronological date, and with a few slight alterations; and it 
was then accepted at Seleucia, and at last forced even upon 
Rimini. Socrates, differing from this, says® that it was the 
second Sirmian formula, the suppression of which the Emperor 
had commanded ; but the testimony of Athanasius is far more 
weighty ; besides which, the second Sirmian formula was so 
widely circulated (as we have seen above, it was accepted in 
the East, at Antioch; rejected at Ancyra, and also in the 
West in Gaul), that Martinian, a single notary, could certainly 
not have collected all the existing copies. It is true that the 
like objection has been made against the statement of 
Athanasius, and it has been said that the four hundred bishops 
then assembled at Rimini were already acquainted with this 

’ Athanas. De Synodis, c. 55; also in Soc. ii. 38, p. 189. 

? De Synodia, c. 29. 
3 Athanas. De Synodia, c. 3 sq. 
‘ Athanas. De Synodis, c. 3; Socrat. ii. 37, p. 184, ed. Mog. ; cf. above, p. 

202, note 1. 

5 Socrat. ii. 30, in fine, p. 126, ed. Mog. 
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(fourth Sirmian) formula. To this the Benedictines rejoined, 

that “although they certainly knew the formula, they pro- 
bably possessed but few copies, as Valens, Ursacius, and the 
others did not distribute copies, but read it aloud.” ? 

Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret all agree in relating that 
the orthodox deputies from Rimini were afterwards sent 
from Adrianople to the small town of Nice (Ustodizo) in 
Thrace, and that the heads of the Arians also repaired 
thither to treat with them concerning the faith. They chose 
Nice, in order that the formula which they there intended to 
draw up might be taken by the less instructed for that of 
Nicea.? They did, in fact, by fraud and deceptions of all 
kinds, by violence and oppression,’ and especially by falsely 
stating that the term “substance” had been rejected‘ by all 
the Easterns (at the Synod of Seleucia), succeed in inducing 
the deputies of Rimini, weary of their long delay,” to sacrifice 
the decisions of their own Synod, and to give their consent 
and signature to the new Nicene® formula of faith proposed 
to them by Valens, Ursacius, and their colleagues. This took 
place on the 10th October 359,’ as we learn, in a document 
still extant, from Restitutus of Carthage. The new formula- 
of faith is given by Athanasius and Theodoret,® and is, as 
we have already seen, quite similar to the fourth Sirmian 
formula: it rejects the expression ovc/a as unscriptural, and 
declares the Son to be similar (uocov) to the Father, in 

1 Cf. the notes of the Benedictines on Athanas. De Synodis, c. 29. 
2 Theodoret, ii. 21; Socrat. ii. 37, in fine, p. 141; Sozom. iv. 19, p. 569. 

The latter, however, also adds many incorrect statements. 
3 Athanas. Ep. ad Afros, c. 8, t. i. P. ii. p. 714, ed. Patav.; and Hilar. Contra 

Auzxent. p. 1267, and Fragm. xi. p. 1358 ; Sozom. iw. 19, p. 569. 
‘That this was brought forward, we see from the letter of the Gallican 

bishope to the Orientals, in Hilar. Fragm. xi. n. i. p. 1858: ‘‘ Sub auctoritate 
vestri nominis ad usie silentium sunt coacti.” The same deceit was subse- 
quently practised at Rimini. Sozom. iv. 19, p. 569. 

5 Athanas. lc. 
© Socrat. ii. 37, p. 141. This formula of Nice was, as Athanasius (De 

Synodis, c. 80) states, sent from Constantinople to Rimini, either because it was 
first transmitted to the Emperor from Nice, and then to the bishops at Rimini, 
or because it was first composed at Constantinople, and sent from thence to 
Nice, and from Nice to Rimini. Cf. Fuchs, Biblioth. vol. ii. p. 257, note 285, 

7 Hilar. Fragm. viii. p. 1346. 
8 Athanas. De Synodis, c. 30 ; Theodoret, ii. 21. 

I. B 



258 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

accordance with the teaching of the Holy Scriptures. But 
it omits the important addition xara mayra, and thus clearly 
favours strict Arianism. The offensive heading with the 
chronological date is also omitted, and at the end is added: 
“Neither must the expression ‘hypostasis’ be used of the 
Father and the Son, and all former as well as all future 
heresies which contradict this confession are anathematized.” 

Upon this, the deputies immediately received permission to 
return to Rimini, and were accompanied by Ursacius, Valens, 

and the others, who were immediately to procure signatures to 
this formula at Rimini itself? The Synod of Rimini would 

~ not, however, at first hold any communion with their deputies 
who had shown such weakness, although they pleaded as 
their excuse the force put upon them by the Emperor.® But 
Constantius had given fresh orders to the Prefect Taurus, not 
only on no account to let the bishops go until they had signed 
the formula of Nice, but forthwith to punish with banishment 
fifteen of those likely to offer the strongest resistance* In 
order to lay more stress upon the matter, the Emperor had at 
the same time issued a special edict to the Synod, peremptorily 
demanding the rejection of ovola and cpoovatos.. Those of 
Arian views also took great pains to represent to each bishop, 
and especially to those of feeble intellect, that the Easterns 
would certainly never accept the expression ovcia; and that 
it would be extremely wrong that a single word, especially 
one not contained in the Holy Scriptures, should occasion a 
great division in the Church, while the words in the formula, 
“the Son is similar to the Father,” embraced and reconciled all 

views. According to Rufinus, they further put the insidious 
question to the orthodox, “ whether they prayed to the word 
opoovoos, or to Christ? If to Christ, the term in question 
might be given up without sin.”” Thus, Rufinus continues, 

1 This is the sense given in the text of Athanasius (/.c.) ; in Theodoret, how- 

ever, it is said: ‘‘ The Father and the Son shall not be called one and the same 
hypostasis.” 

2 Sulpic. Sev. Uc. p. 347 a; and Hilar. Fragm. viii. n. 7, p. 1347. 
® Sulpic. Sev. Lc. * Sulpic. Sev. Le. 
§ This appears from the answer in Hilar. Fragm. ix. p. 1847. 
© Sozom. iv. 19, p. 569. 
7 We are constrained thus to understand the passage in Rafin. Hist. Keel. i. 

~~, 
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were the greater number deceived without rightly understand- 
ing the matter. Augustine makes the same statement: 
multos paucorum fraude deceptos esse. Sulpicius Severus says 
that “after the Imperial decrees and the commands and 
threats of punishment transmitted through Taurus were known, 
there ensued universal dismay, confusion, and helplessness, 
and that by degrees the greater number of the orthodox, 
partum ~wmbecillitate ingen, partim taedio peregrinations 
evictt, gave themselves into the hands of their enemies: 

also that the Church in which the orthodox had hitherto 
assembled was taken from them, and given over to the opposite 
party, and that at last only twenty bishops remained firm, 
conspicuous among whom were Foegadius (Pheebadius) of 
Agen, and Servatius of Tongern, who did not suffer themselves 
to be intimidated by the threats of Taurus.”? In Hilary we 
find a servile letter to the Emperor from those bishops who 
had succumbed, in which they even thank him for his pious 
care for the orthodox faith, and piteously renew their petition 
to be allowed to return home.’ In excuse for them, we can 
only say that it seems from the address that the idea of this 
letter probably originated with Valens and his friends. 

But the twenty bishops who stood firm were also to be 
conquered. Phcebadius had already declared that he would 
rather suffer exile and every punishment than accept an 
Arian formula. Taurus, therefore, instead of threats and 
violence, now had recourse to prayers and tears. They 
surely ought to consider that the bishops had now already 
been seven months shut up in the town, suffering from the 
winter and oppressed by poverty, and return was not to be 
thought of until they also had given in.* Where was this to 

(x.) 21, although Rufinus himself interprets the account which had reached him 
somewhat differently, thus : ‘‘ they were asked if they prayed to the éuestens, 
or to Christ.” 

1 Augustin. Contra Mazximinum Arian. lib. ii. c. 14, n. 3. 
* Salpic. Sev. lc. * Hilar. Fragm. ix. p. 1347. 
4 Even those who had already signed were not to be released until all had 

signed, in order the more easily to induce the minority to yield. This appears 
from the command given to Taurus, quoted by Sulpicius Severus (I.c.), and the 
letter before mentioned from the bishope who had already yielded to the 
Emperor, given by Hilary, Fragm. ix. p. 1847. 
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end? They ought to follow the example of the majority. 
When after some days Pheebadius began to yield, Valens and 
Ursacius, the last tempters, added their persuasions, stating that 
the formula in question was composed in an entirely orthodox 
spirit, and that it would be most wrong to reject it after it 
had been sanctioned by the Emperor and the Orientals. If, 
however, it still did not fully satisfy the twenty bishops, they 
could of course make further additions. This proposal seemed 
to offer means for an equitable adjustment: and, commis- 
sioned by their colleagues, Phcebadius and Servatius, now 
composed several additions to the confession (professtones), in 
the first of which Arius and his whole doctrine were anathe- 
matized.' Under pretence of supporting the orthodox, Valens 
proposed the following still further addition: “The Son of 
God is not a creature, like the other creatures,” and the twenty 

bishops accepted this, without observing that in these very 
words they expressed the genuine Arian belief that the Son 
is a creature. All the other additions sounded fully orthodox, 
and accordingly each party thought itself victorious: the 
orthodox by reason of the additions, the Arians by reason of 
the original confession.” And, in order to set the former 
completely at rest, at a public assembly in the church (at 
which all were present, including those bishops who had 
yielded previously), Valens, on the proposal of the aged bishop 
Musonius, who seems this time to have presided, declared 

himself to be no Arian, and himself read aloud the anathemas 

contained in the additions of the twenty bishops, to each of 
which all the rest proclaimed their consent. Jerome gives 

1 Sulp. Sev. Zc. These additions may probably be taken as identical with 
the anathemas given by Hilary (Adv. Lucifer. t. iv. pp. 299, 300), as having been 
spoken at that time by Valens to appease the orthodox: ‘‘ Si quis negat Christum 
Deum, Dei Filium ante secula genitum, anathema sit. Ab universis consonatum 
est: anathema sit. Si quis negat, Filium similem Patri secundum scripturas, 

anathema sit. Omnes responderunt: anathema sit. Si quis Filium Dei non 
dixerit sternum cum Patre, anathema sit. Ab universis conclamatum est : 
anathema sit. Si quis dixerit creaturam Filium Dei, ut sunt creature cetera, 
anathema sit. Similiter dictum est, anathema sit. Si quis dixerit, de nullis 
exstantibus Filium, et non de Deo Patre, anathema sit. Omnes conclamaverunt: 

anathema sit. Si quis dixerit, erat tempus quando non erat Filius, anathema 
Bit.” 

* Sulpic. Sev. U.c. p. 347 a. 



DOUBLE SYNOD AT SELEUCIA AND RIMINI IN 359. 26] 

this account, and professes to have found it himself in the Acts 
of Rimini, which we no longer possess. But the statement 
of Julian’ the Pelagian, that seven bishops remained firm 
throughout, is related nowhere else. 

With this solemn procedure in the church the Synod of 
Rimini ended, somewhat differently from the way in which 
it opened, and it sent another deputation to the Emperor 
to inform him of what had taken place. The choice fell 
on Ursacius, Valens, Magdonius, Megasius, Caius, Justinus, 

Optatus, Martial, and a few others, to whom the Eastern 
bishops assembled at Seleucia soon afterwards addressed a 
letter, which is still preserved.” 

It is now necessary to turn to the Synod of Seleucia. 
Although the most intelligent bishops of the whole East, 
from Egypt, Libya, and Thrace, were summoned,’ only about 
one hundred and sixty assembled at the capital of Isauria,* 
about the middle of September 359.° According to Hilary, 
by far the greater number, about one hundred and five bishops, 

were of Semi-Arian views; while of the two other parties, 
those of Anomcean views, only numbered from thirty to forty,° 
and the strict Homoiiisians (all Egyptians and friends of 
Athanasius) still fewer. At the head of the Anomceans stood 
Acacius of Cesarea in Palestine, Eudoxius of Antioch, George 
of Alexandria, and Uranius of Tyre: at the head of the Semi- 
Arians were George of Laodicea, Silvanus of Tarsus, Eleusius 
of Cyzicus, and Sophronius of Pompeiopolis in Paphlagonia ; 
Basil of Ancyra arrived somewhat later. S. Cyril of Jeru- 
salem, who also may be said to belong to this party, was 
one of the many Semi-Arians who, as Athanasius testifies, 
agreed almost entirely with the Nicene doctrine, only taking 

1 In Augustine, Opus Imperf. contra Julianum, lib. i. c. 75. 
2 In Hilar. Fragm. x. p. 1349. [It is the result of this heretical Council of 

Rimini which St. Jerome described in the well-known words, ‘‘ Ingemuit totus 
orbis et Arianum se esse miratus est.” ] 

3 See p. 248. 
4 Socrat. ii. 89, gives the number one hundred and fifty. Athanas. (De 

Synodia, c. 12) 160; cf. also Hilar. Contra Constantium Imper. n. 12, p. 1248. 
5 Athanas. De Synodia, c. 12. 
6 According to Socrates, ii. $9, p. 147, they numbered thirty-four ; but accord- 

ing to Epiph. Heres, 78, c. 26, they were forty-three (cf. the note of Petavius, 
a. h. 1. in the appendix to vol. ii.); according to Hilary, l.c., only nineteen. 
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offence at the expression opoovctos, because, in their opinion, 
it contained latent Sabellianism.’ 

The presence of S. Hilary of Poitiers also was of great 
importance for the Synod of Seleucia. He had been an exile 
in Phrygia for four years; and, though not expressly sum- 
moned by the Emperor to the Synod, was yet sent thither by 
the Imperial officers, who thought that the command, “ All 
shall come,” must also extend to him. He was received at 

Seleucia with great respect, and was at once asked which belief 
concerning the Trinity prevailed in Gaul, as the Arians by 
their lies had spread the suspicion that Gaul professed 
Sabellianism. When he had made the truth clear, he was 

‘received by those present into communion,’ and did not 
hesitate to associate with them, more especially as it was a 
time when most even of the Semi-Arians were not outwardly 
separated from the Church,? and it was thus only that the 
victory over real Arianism could be hoped for. 

On the part of the Emperor, the Questor Leonas, who 
inclined to the Anomeean doctrine, but was in other respects 
@ very worthy man, was appointed as secular moderator of 
the Synod; and Lauricius, the general in command in Isauria, 
was assigned him as his assessor in case of necessity.‘ 
Notaries were also appointed to draw up the Synodal Acts, 
which Bishop Sabinus of Heraclea soon after inserted in his 
collections of the Councils, but of which there now only 
remains an extract given by Socrates and Sozomen.° 

The bishops assembled at Seleucia brought with them a 
multitude of complaints against each other. Oyril of 
Jerusalem, for instance, brought a charge against Acacius of 
Caesarea, who had about a year before unjustly deposed him ; 
Acacius, on the other hand, no less complained of Cyril. 
Besides these, the most famous among the accused were: Patro- 
philus of Scythopolis, Uranius of Tyre, Eudoxius of Antioch, 

Leontius of Tripolis in Lydia, Theodotus of Philadelphia, 

} Athanas. De Synodis, c. 12 ; cf. also Socrat. ii. 39, p. 147. 
_ 3 Sulpic. Sev. le. p. 346 b. 

3 His reasons for this are given by Hilary in his work, Contra Constantium 
Imper. c. ii. p. 1239. *‘ 

4 Socrat. ii. 89, p. 146; Sozom. iv. 22. 
5 Socrat. ii. 39, 40 ; Sozom. iv. 22. 
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Evagrius of Mitylene, Theodulus of Cheretapes in Phrygia, and 
George of Alexandria.’ 

The first sitting was opened, on the 27th September 359, 
by the Questor Leonas, who demanded that they should at 
once treat of the faith. Many bishops, as it appears the 
Semi-Arians, objected, and desired first to await the arrival of 

their heads, Basil of Ancyra, Eustathius of Sebaste, Macedonius 

of Constantinople, and Patrophilus of Scythopolis, the latter 
of whom was already at a suburb of Seleucia, but laid up 
with disease of the eyes. When Leonas, notwithstanding the 
absence of these bishops, still wished to begin, the Semi- 
Arians maintained that, before all, the mutual complaints of 
the bishops must be investigated, appealing on this point to the 
Emperor’s expressed wishes; but he, as we have seen above, 
had given more explicit directions, and it was therefore 
decided that the faith should be made the first subject of 
discussion.” We learn from Athanasius that the accused 
bishops had pressed for this order of proceedings for the 
purpose of keeping their own affair in the background. 
After this decision, the followers of Acacius at once demanded 

the entire rejection of the Synod of Nicea, and the drawing 
up of a new confession which should be in accordance with 
that of Sirmium of the 22d May of that year. Nay, Hilary, 
as eye-witness, affirms* that they dared to say quite openly, 
“ Nothing could be similar to the Divine Essence ; Christ was 
a creature, made from nothing.” A fragment of a sermon of 
Eudoxius of Antioch was also read aloud, containing the 
following : “ God was that which He ever is. He was never 
Father, for He has no Son; if He had a Son, He must also 

have a wife. . . . And, in proportion as the Son exerts Him- 
self to know the Father, so the Father exalts Himself that He 

may not be known by the Son”* In contrast to these 
blasphemies, which, on being read, raised universal displea- 

sure, Hilary praises the conduct of the Semi-Arians, many of 

1 Athanas, De Synodis, c. 12; Sulpic. Sev. Le. p. 346 b. 
* Socrat. ii. 39, p. 147 ; Sozom. iv. 22, p. 578. 
3 Athanas. l.c. ; Socrat. ii. 39, p. 147 ; Sozom. iv. 22, p. 573. 
* Hilar. Contra Constant. Imp. c. 12, p. 1248. 
® Hilar. lc. n. 18, pp. 1248 sq. 
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whom expressed themselves very piously, and declared that 
“the Son was from God, ze. from the substance of God.” ! 

The disputation had already lasted until the evening, when 
Bishop Silvanus of Tarsus exclaimed that “no new confession 
was required, but that drawn up at the Synod of Antioch in 
Enceniis should be confirmed.”* Upon this, Acacius and his 
friends, ze. the sttict Arians, withdrew from the assembly ; 

those who remained, however, caused the Antiochian formula 

just mentioned to be read aloud, and with this the first sitting 
terminated’ 

On the following day, the 28th September, they again 
assembled in the church, and at this sifting the Antiochian 
formula was signed with closed doors.“ Whether the few 
Homoiisians and Hilary were among those who signed is not 
said; but Socrates relates that Acacius and his friends 

scornfully remarked concerning the closed doors, that only the 
works of darkness had cause to shun the light.” Further, we 
see from the introduction to the confession of faith of Acacius 
and his friends, read at the third sitting, that they too were 
again present at this second sitting; for Acacius there com- 
plained that they had been refused freedom of speech, that 
many had been insulted, and some had been altogether shut 
out, while bishops formally deposed or unlawfully ordained 
were suffered in the ranks of the Synod. But how tumultuous 
the proceedings had been, Leonas and Lauricius could testify.° 

On the third day, the 29th September, the Questor Leonas 

again took great pains to unite both parties at a common 
sitting, at which Basil of Ancyra and Macedonius of Constan- 
tinople were also present. The followers of Acacius declared 
that they would not appear unless the bishops already de- 
posed, or under accusation, were first excluded from the 

assembly. After much speaking for and against, the Synod 
agreed to this, in order that there might be no pretext for 
dissolving the assembly; and those concerned had to with- 

' Hilar. Uc. n. 12, p. 1248. 
? It is known that the Synod in Enceniis, in $41, drew up several formulas. 

Jt is not said which is here meant. 
“ Socrat. ii. 39, pp. 147, 148. 4 Ibid. lc. p. 148. 

s hid. c. 40, p. 148. 6 Ibid. c. 40, p. 149. 
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draw. Thus say Socrates and Sozomen;' but Theodoret? 
relates that “several friends of peace tried to persuade Cyril 
of Jerusalem to withdraw, but that, as he would not comply, 
Acacius left the assembly.” These two conflicting statements 
may probably be reconciled, by assuming that what Theodoret 
relates took place at the second sitting, while the account 
given by Socrates and Sozomen has reference to the third. 
We are supported in this conclusion by the introduction to 
Acacius’ confession of faith, in which the presence of deposed 
bishops (like Cyril) at the second sitting is made a special 
ground of complaint. 

At the third sitting, the Acacians, who, after these decisions 

concerning the deposed bishops, again presented themselves, 
succeeded, through the cunning of their protector Leonas, in 
obtaining the reading of the confession of faith which they had 
composed on the preceding day. Foreseeing that the Synod 
would protest against such a reading, if it knew beforehand 
the contents of the document, Leonas, without further specifi- 

cation, declared that Acacius had given him a document which 
was now to be read aloud. No one dreamed of its being a 
creed, and therefore no objections were made to the reading® 
The Acacian formula itself, which begins with the attacks 
already mentioned, upon the second sitting of Seleucia, runs 
thus : “ We do not despise the Antiochian formula of the Synod 
in Enceeniis ; but because the terms opoovetos and oporovctos 
occasion much confusion, and because some have recently set 

up the dyopuowos, we therefore reject opoovotos and opotovatos 
as contrary to the Holy Scriptures; the dvopovos, however, 
we anathematize, and acknowledge that the Son is similar to 
the Father, in accordance with the words of the apostle, who 
calls Him the Image of the invisible God (Col. 1.15).... 
We believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, His Son, who was 

begotten by Him before all ages without change (d7ra@ds), the 
only begotten God, Logos from God, Light, Life, Truth, and 

Wisdom ... . and whosoever declares anything else outside 
this faith has no part in the Catholic Church.”* 

1 Socrat. ii. 40; Sozom. iv. 22. ? Theodoret, ii. 26. 
> Socrat. ii. 40, p. 148; Sozom. iv. 22, p. 514. 
* Socrat. ii. 40, pp. 149 sq. ; Epiphan. Her. 73, 25; Athanas. De Synodis, c. 29. 
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It is obvious that this formula bears a decided resemblance 
to the fourth Sirmian, and it is especially remarkable from 
the circumstance that Acacius, by anathematizing the avopovos, 
separated himself from the Anomceans, thus forming a new 
party, called after him the Acacians, who sought to occupy a 
middle position between the Semi-Arians and the Anomceans. 
Hilary remarks on this, that the Acacians in reality had 
only dishonestly maintained the similarity of the Son to 
the Father (for in denying the similarity of substance, they 

_ only accepted the similarity of will), and affirmed very obscurely 
that the Son was indeed similar to the Father, but not to God, 

—rather dissimilar.° God had willed that a creature should 
exist who should will the same as Himself; therefore the 

Logos was a Son of the will, not of the Godhead, and similar 
to the will, but not to the substance of God’ After the 

reading of this, the Semi-Arian, Sophronius of Pompeiopolis in 
Paphlagonia, exclaimed: “If putting out a private interpreta- 
tion of one’s own every day is to be held as an exposition of 
faith, all definite grasp of truth will be lost to us.” Socrates's 
remark on this is very just, and applies exactly to the Semi- 
Arians, 2.¢. that “if, with regard to the Nicene doctrine, this 

principle had been carried out from the commencement, much 
disorder in the Church would have been avoided.”? 

The fourth sitting on the 30th September was opened by 
Acacius, with the remark that “as other formulas than the 

Nicene had already so often been drawn up, he was also fully 
justified in doing the like” To this Eleusius of Cyzicus 
replied, that “the Synod was not assembled for the purpose 
of embracing a new faith, but to hold fast the faith of the 
Fathers.” By the. faith of the Fathers, however, he understood 
the Antiochian confession; while, as Socrates remarks, that 
of Nica might with far more right be so called. If he con- 
sidered the bishops of Antioch to be Fathers, he should still 
more have recognised as such the Fathers of those Fathers, 1. 
the bishops assembled at Nica.’ Upon this, the Acacians were 
asked, in what sense they considered the Son similar to the 
Father? They answered that “He was similar to Him in 

1 Hilar. Contra Constantium Imper. n. 14, p. 1249. 
* Socrat. ii. 40, p. 150. 3 Socrat. ii. 40, p. 151. 
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will,” while all the others, on the contrary, maintained a simi- 

larity in substance,’ and urged against Acacius that he had him- 
self in his writings ascribed to the Son a similarity xara mdyra. 

. The debates lasted the whole fay, but in the evening Leonas 
declared the Synod dissolved.7> When on the following day 
he was again invited to appear, he replied that “the Emperor 
had sent him to assist at a Synod which should be the means 
of effecting a union, but as they were now divided he could 
no longer be present,” and ended with the words: “Go now 
to the church to carry on your useless chatter.”* Sozomen 
affirms that, when the messengers from the Synod came to 
Leonas, the Acacians had just been with him ;* and he further 
agrees with Socrates in saying that from this time, notwith- 
standing all invitations, they refused to take part in any 
further sittings of the Synod. Notwithstanding this, the 
Majority again assembled to investigate the affair of Cyril of 
Jerusalem, and also summoned Acacius for this purpose.’ All 
the accused of his party were summoned in like manner. 
When after repeated summonses they did not appear, the 
Synod pronounced the sentence of deposition upon Acacius, 
George of Alexandria, Uranius, Theodos, Evagrius, Leontius, 
Eudoxius, and Patrophilus, and excommunication upon Asterius, 
Eusebius, Abgar, Basilicus, Phoebus, Fidelis, Eutychius, 

Magnus, and Eustathius. At the same time this decision 
was made known in their respective dioceses; and instead 
of Eudoxius, Arianus, hitherto a priest of Antioch, was 
appointed bishop of that city, and at once consecrated at 
Seleucia. But Leonas, with the help of the Acacians, had 
him taken prisoner, and exiled him in spite of all the pro- 
testations of the Synod.‘ 

Under such circumstances, the majority could not help 
seeing that it was no longer possible for them to arrive at a 
satisfactory result at Seleucia. They now therefore contented 
themselves with choosing ten deputies, who, in accordance with 

1 Socrat. dc. ; Sozom. iv. 22, p. 576; Hilar. Le. p. 1250. 

* Socrat. Lc. p. 151; Sozom. l.c. p. 576. 
® Socrat. ii. 40, p. 151. 4 Sozom. iv. 22, p. 576. -- 
® Socrat. ii. 40, pp. 151, 152 ; Sozom. iv. 22, p. 577. 
© Socrat. ii. 40, p. 155 ; Sozom. iv. 22, p. 577, and iv. 24, p. 582. 
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the former Imperial decree, were to be sent to the Court at 
Constantinople ; and all the rest then returned to their Sees." 
At the head of this deputation were Eustathius of Sebaste, 
Basil of Ancyra, Silvanus of Tarsus, and Eleusius of Cyzicus ;? 
S. Hilary also accompanied them to Constantinople to learn 
the Emperor's further decision concerning himself.’ 

Of the bishops deposed at Seleucia, some, like Patrophilus 
and George of Alexandria, without troubling themselves the 
least about the decisions of the majority, returned to their 
dioceses; others, on the contrary, repaired to Constantinople 
to bring before the Emperor complaints against the Synod of 
Seleucia. They arrived there earlier than the Synodal de- 
puties; and being supported by illustrious persons at the Court, 
they so far succeeded in gaining the ear of the Sovereign, 
that he conceived a strong aversion to those who formed the 
majority at Seleucia, and made several of the bishops, who at 
the same time held secular offices, feel his displeasure.* They 
succeeded especially in exciting his wrath against Cyril of 
Jerusalem, who, although a bishop, had, at a time of great 
distress, sold a costly chrisome-robe, the gift of the Emperor 
himself.© According to Theodoret, it appears that, after the 
arrival of the Acacians, the Emperor had at first intended to 
summon to Constantinople all those who were present at 
Seleucia, but was induced by the Arianizing courtiers, who 
feared the impression which so great a number might produce, 
to summon only ten of the most noted members of the Synod. 
According to this, the ten deputies would only have been 
despatched in obedience to a fresh order from the Emperor. 
However this may be, on their arrival at Constantinople, 

they prayed the Emperor to order inquiries to be made into 
the blasphemies of Eudoxius ;* and when Constantius refused 
to do so, Basil, trusting to the favour he had formerly enjoyed 
with the Emperor, ventured to remonstrate with him on his 

1 Sozom. iv. 28, p. 577 ; Sulpic. Sev. Ac. p. 346 b. 
* Theodoret, ii. 27, p. 111, ed. Mog. 3 Sulpic. Sev. Le. p. 347 a. 
4 Socrat. ii. 41; Sozom. iv. 23; Hilar. Contra Const. Imp. c. 15, p. 1250 ; 

Thec doret, ii. 27. 
® Theodoret, Uc. Cf. also the article, Cyril of Jerusalem, in the Kirchen- 

lexicon, by Wetzer and Welte, vol. ii. p. 974. 
6 See above, p. 263, 
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support of heresy. But the Emperor ordered him angrily to 
be silent, as it was he himself who was the cause of the 

storms in the Church. Upon this, Eustathius of Sebaste took up 
the word and produced an exposition of the faith by Eudoxius, 
in which the latter had given expression to blasphemies 
against the Son, and clearly declared his dissimilarity to the 
Father. This was too much for the vacillating Constantius, 
and he therefore very angrily asked Eudoxius if this had 
really been written by him. Eudoxius denied it, and de- 
signated Aetius as the author. The latter being just then at 
Constantinople, the Emperor summoned him also, and, upon 
his confession, he was banished to Phrygia.’ 

Eustathius took advantage of this to overthrow Eudoxius 
also, and endeavoured to prove that he held the same views 
as Aetius. And when the Emperor declared that he could 
condemn no one upon conjectures, Kustathius remarked that 
Eudoxius might entirely clear himself of all suspicion if he 
would only anathematize the proposition of Aetius. This pro- 
posal pleased the Emperor, and to escape banishment Eudoxius 
was obliged to condemn Views which he inwardly himself 
acknowledged, and at a later period again openly defended. 
In order to revenge himself, he demanded on the other side 
that Eustathius and his friends should also anathematize the 
expression opovovo.os, as it was not contained in Holy 
Scripture.” Silvanus of Tarsus at once replied that neither 
were the words, “the Son is from nothing, a creature, and 

érepovowos,” to be found in the writings of the Apostles and 
Prophets; and actually so far influenced the Emperor, that he 
obliged the opposite party also to subscribe to the rejection of 
these propositions. Acacius and Eudoxius now all the more 
strongly urged the Emperor against the oyuovovovs; and as 
Silvanus and Eleusius persisted in adhering to it, and sought 
to justify the expression, the Emperor drove them from their 

1 Theodoret, ii. 27. 
2 Theodoret, Lc. p. 118, it is true, says éscodesos, but it sah without doubt 

to be éueseders, because Silvanus and Eleusius had already the year before at the 
Synod of Ancyra (in the last anathema) anathematized the égcovers, and they 
were heads of the Semi-Arians. Only in 866 did they also accept the creed 
of Nicewa. Cf. Remi Ceillier, 2c. p. 552; and Fachs, Biblioth. der Kirchen- 
versammlung, vol. ii. p. 273, note. 
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Sees, and a few months later had them deposed by the Synod 
of Constantinople.’ 

Meanwhile the second deputation from Rimini, consisting 
of Ursacius, Valens, and their colleagues, who had been 

despatched after the subjugation and fall of that Synod, had 
arrived in Constantinople.? As they here immediately joined 
the Acacians, the Semi-Arians, Silvanus, Sophronius, ete. 
addressed a letter to them, which is still preserved, in order 
duly to inform and caution them concerning all that had taken 
place. They here say that the Emperor himself had rejected 
the Anomcean doctrine (in the proposition of Aetius), but that 
a fraud was now contemplated by which indeed the person 
of Aetius should be anathematized, but nothing said of his 
doctrine. They, the deputies from Rimini, should com- 
municate all this to the Western bishops. 

Valens and Ursacius, however, received this letter very ill, 

and continued to hold communion with the Acacians, They 
now indeed again put forward their real views unmistakeably, 
when they interpreted in an Arian sense, in opposition to S. 
Hilary and the deputies from Seleucia, the decisions of Rimini, 
to which it appears the latter had appealed.* That Synod had, 
they said, declared that the Son was a creature, in saying that 

“He was not a creature like other creatures.” And if it 
maintained that “He was not from nothing,” this in no way 
meant that “He was from God,” but only “from the will 
of God” (like the creature); and if they ascribed to Him 
eternity, then eternity, as with the angels, meant a parte post 
(or pro futuro), not a parte ante.’ 

This help came very opportunely to the adherents of Arianism 
at the Court ; they agreed to and praised that which had taken 
place at Rimini, and demanded that the formula (of Nice, 
probably with the additions of Phcebadius) * there universally 
signed should also be universally accepted by the deputies 
from the Synod of Seleucia—as by the Westerns, so also by 

1 Theodoret, Uc. ; cf. below, pp. 272 sq. * Sulpic. Sev. lc. p. 347 a. 
7 In the heading of this letter there are names of bishops who did not belong 

to the deputies from Seleucia, but yet were with these at Constantinople. Cf. 
Remi Ceillier, U.c. p. 554. 

* Hilar. Fragm. x. n. 8, p. 13651. ® Hilar. Uc. n. 8, p. 1851. 
6 See above, pp. 257, 260. 
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the representatives of the East. The deputies from Seleucia 
at first refused, and, as Homoiisians, would not agree in the 

rejection and removal of the word ovola. But they were 
somewhat more disposed to yield when the Acacians, in 
order to pacify them, swore that they were themselves in no 
way Anomeceans, and even anathematized that doctrine. The 
Emperor especially pressed, in place of the opovovovos, which 
was unscriptural and only occasioned strife, the choice of the 
Bible expression dotos (similar), which really bore quite the 
samemeaning as opovovctos. He therefore demanded vehemently 
and with threats that the deputies from Seleucia should also 
sign the formula of Rimini (the Acacians having already 
gladly done so of their own accord); and after having, on the 
last day of the year 359, discussed the matter with the 
bishops till far into the night, he at length extorted their 
signatures; thus gaining the much desired but—when ob- 
tained by such means—useless result of the acceptance and 
signature by both portions of the double Synod (as also by 
Eustathius and the other heads of the Semi-Arians) of one and 
the same formula.’ It is in this connection that Jerome says: 
ingemuit totus orbis e& Arianum se esse miratus est.2 The 
ecclesiastical concord, however, which the Emperor had aimed 
at was not in any degree obtained. 

Sec. 83. Synod of Constantinople in 360. 

After this victory the Acacians remained some time longer 
in Constantinople, and after a few weeks made arrangements 
for another new Synod in 360, to which they summoned the 
bishops of Bithynia.® As soon as fifty were assembled, the 
Synod was opened; and among those present, besides Acacius and 
Eudoxius, were Uranius of Tyre, Demophilus of Bercea, George of 
Laodicea, Maris of Chalcedon, and the celebrated Ulfilas, Bishop 

of the Goths* Many more seem to have made their appearance 

1 Sozom. iv. 28 ; Sulpic. Sev. Le. p. 347 a; Basil. M. Hpp. 244-268 ; Hilar. 
Contra Constant. Imp. n. 15, p. 1260. It appears that the signature of Hilary 
himself was not demanded as he was not a Synodal deputy, and there could be 
no hope of obtaining it from him. 

* Jerome, Dial. adv. Luciferianos, n. 19. 3 Sozom. iv. 24. 
4 Sozom. iv. 24. 
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later. S. Hilary also was still in Constantinople, but his wish 
to be allowed to hold a disputation with the Arians was not 
granted ; on the contrary, the Emperor sent him, as the cause 
of disturbance in the East, back again to Gaul, without how- 
ever recalling the sentence of banishment.’ The Synod of ° 
Constantinople, governed by Acacius and his friends, forthwith 
confirmed the confession already composed at Nice and forced 
upon the Fathers at Rimini, in which both terms—opovov- 
ovos as well as opoovcvos—were rejected, the term ovcia 
repudiated altogether, and only the simple dows allowed.’ 
Evidently by this the orthodox and Semi-Arian on one side, 
and on the other the Anomcean or strict Arian doctrine was 
rejected ; and the middle position held by the Acacians, and 
which had proved victorious at Seleucia-Rimini, was again 
confirmed. Consistency and prudence now demanded that 
Aetius, as the author of the Anomeean doctrine, should be 

deposed, especially as thus only could all suspicion (enter- 
tained also by the Emperor) that the Acacians were themselves 
of Anomcean views be allayed. The Synod now therefore 
declared Aetius deposed from the dignity of the diaconate, for 
having written htigious books, made use of impious expres- 
sions, and occasioned disturbances in the Church’ The 
Emperog banished him first to Mopsuestia in Qilicia, and 
because he was there far too well received by Bishop Auxen- 
tius, to Amblada in Pisidia,* where he still further spread 
his errors, and sought to defend them by a work with which 
we are partly acquainted through S. Epiphanius’ refutation.’ 

But the Semi-Arians, with whom the Acacians were at still 

greater enmity, and with whom they had less in common than 
with the Anomceans, were also to be suppressed. As, how- 
ever, the Semi-Arians at Seleucia and Rimini had signed the 
same confession as the Acacians, and also stood in some 

degree in the Emperor’s personal favour, the Acacians did not 

1 Sulpic. Sev. Hist. lib. ii. Uc. p. 847; Hilar. lib. ii. ad Conat. c. 3, p. 1226. 

2 Cf. above, p. 257 ; also Mansi, t. iii. p. 331 ; and Hard. t. i. p. 7265. 
3 The Synoda] Letter concerning this deposition, addressed to the Arian 

Bishop George of Alexandria, whose deacon Aetius was, is given in Theodoret, 

Hist. Heel. ii, 28, and also in Mansi, t. iii. p. 8325, and Hard. Jc. Cf. also 
Sozom. iv. 24. 

* Philostorg. lib. v. c. 1, 2. 5 Epiph. Her. 76. 
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make the faith the weapon for their overthrow, but employed 
other means and brought various different charges against them. 
The first of those whose deposition they pronounced was Bishop 
Macedonius of Constantinople, for having admitted into com- 
munion a deacon convicted of unchastity. They also said 
that he had occasioned the death of many persons in the act 
of removing by violence the body of Constantine the Great 
from a dilapidated church into another, notwithstanding the 
opposition of some of the people, on which occasion blood had 
flowed freely in the church itself, and the baptismal water 
had been mixed with blood.’ Bishop Eleusius of Cyzicus 
was also deposed for having baptized and then immediately 
ordained a heathen priest (of the Tyrian Hercules) who was 
also a magician. Bishop Basil of Ancyra, one of the heads 
of the Semi-Arians, shared the same fate, for having treated 
with violence various clerics, and by help of Imperial officers 
ill-treated, imprisoned, bound with chains, and banished others 
of the strict Arian party. He had also, as they said, stirred 
up the clergy of Sirmium against Bishop Germinius, occasioned 
disturbances in Illyria, Italy, and Africa, and also perjured 
himself? Whether he defended himself, or how, is uncertain ; 
perhaps, indeed, he was not allowed to make his defence any 
more than was Bishop Eustathius of Sebaste, of whom they 
alleged that as a priest he had already been deposed by his 
own father, on account of unclerical attire, and afterwards by 
Eusebius of Constantinople, and excommunicated by a Synod at 
Neocesarea.® He it was who was subsequently deposed from 
his bishopric by the Synod at Gangra on account of erroneous 
doctrine and irregular behaviour (hyper-asceticism).* Heor- 
tasius of Sardis, Dracontius of Pergamum, Silvanus of Tarsus, 
Sophronius of Pompeiopolis, Elpidius of Satala, Neonas of 
Seleucia,’ and S. Cyril of Jerusalem were also deposed, the 
latter for having held communication with Eustathius of 
Sebaste, Elpidius, Basil of Ancyra, and George of Laodicea. 

1 Socrat. ii. 88-42 ; Sozom. iv. 24. 2 Socrat. ii. 42 ; Sozom. iv. 24. 
3 Socrat. ii. 48 ; Sozom. iv. 24. 
* According to Sozom. l.c., the deposition of Eustathius at the Synod of Gangra 

preceded his deposition at Constantinople in $60. 
§ Sozom., iv. 24. 

Il. 8 
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The secret reason, however, probably was, that Cyril, Bishop 
of Jerusalem, had long ago refused to recognise the metro- 
politan rights of Acacius of Csesarea, and for this reason 
had already before been deposed by him, and on the pretext 
that at a time of distress he had sold vessels, etc., belonging 
to the Church.’ 

__ In deposing all these bishops the Acacians acted in a violent 
and disorderly manner, being at the same time both accusers 
and judges, so that S. Gregory of Nazianzus and Basil the 
Great in later years never mention this Synod but with severe 
censure.” The Emperor Constantius, however, confirmed their 
decisions, and sent the deposed bishops into banishment, 
iving their Sees to others. Now, therefore, Eudoxius of 
ntioch was translated from Antioch to the archbishopric of 

Constantinople, on the 27th January 360, just about the time 
that the ancient church of 8S. Sophia, begun by Constantius 

- In 342 (the later one was built by Justinian), was solemnly 
consecrated.2 The Acacians, however, raised the well-known 
Eunomius, a second head of the Anomceans, to the bishopric of 
Cyzicus, thus strengthening the suspicion that in their deposi- 
tion of Aetius they had not really been in earnest, and that it 
was only from policy, on account of the Emperor, that they 
had thus acted.* 

According to the account given by the Synod itself in its 
letter to Bishop George of Alexandria, several bishops would 
not sign the decision against Aetius, for which reason the 
Synod refused for a time to hold communion with them, 
granting them a space of six months, at the expiration of 
which term they should either accept the decree or be 
deposed. According to Sozomen,’ however, it was not the 
decision against Aetius, but the other unjust depositions, 
against which ten bishops protested. But the above state- 
ment of the Synod itself is confirmed by a statement of 
Philostorgius,® that the sentence pronounced by this Synod 
against Serras, Heliodorus, and other Aetians had been revoked 

1 Sozom. iv. 25 ; Socrat. ii. 42. Cf. above, p. 268. 
* Gregor. Naz. Orat. XXJ. ; Basil. M. lib. i. Contra Hunom. t. i. p. 210. 
8 Sozom. iv. 25, 26 ; Socrat. ii. 42, 43. 4 Sozom. iv. 24. 
5 Sozom. iv. 25. 6 Philostorg. vii. 6. 
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by a strict Arian Synod at Antioch under the Emperor 
Julian, — 

Lastly, before its close, the Syfkod of Constantinople sent 
the confession of Rimini (really Nice) to all the bishops of 
Christendom, together with an edict of the Emperor’s, accord- 
ing to which all who did not sign would be punished? In 
truth, no violence was spared to gain this end, and the greater 
number of bishops in the West, as in the East, were forced 
through fear and by threats to give the required signature 
to the creed; this was, for instance, the case with Gregory 

the elder, father of S. Gregory of Nazianzus, and Dianius of 

Cvesarea, the fatherly friend of S. Basil the Great.? 

SEC. 84. Synods of Paris and Antioch about 361. 

Under such circumstances, the outspoken frankness of the 
Gallican_bishops produces a favourable impression. Upon 
the news of the events in the East in 360 or 361, they 
assembled at Paris, and in a Synodal Letter to the Easterns, 
still extant, pronounced most decidedly for _the Nicene 
opoovaros.* 

Soon after this, the Emperor Constantius assembled a smaller 
Synod at Antioch in 361, where he was then staying, for the 
purpose of appointing a new bishop to that city. The choice 
fell upon Meletius, who had hitherto been partly at least on 
the Arian side ; but after his promotion he immediately declared 
for the Nicene doctrine, and was on this account, a few weeks 

later, again driven away by the Emperor.* Soon afterwards, 
on the 3d November 361, Constantius died, and was succeeded 

by Julian the Apostate, who, as is well known, recalled all 

1 Sozom. iv. 26 ; Socrat. ii. 48. 

* Sozom. iv. 26, 27 ; Gregor. Naz. Orat. XJX.; Basil. M. Epist. 51 ; Jerome, 
Chronic. ad ann. 371. [Dianius had baptized Basil, who was greatly attached to 
him, but after this act of apostasy ceased to hold intercourse with him. Two 
years later, Dianius, when on his deathbed, sent for Basil and solemnly professed 
his adherence to the Catholic faith. ] 

3 See Hilar. Patav. Fragm. xi. p. 1353; Hard. t. i. p. 727; and Mansi, t. 
iii. p. 358. 

“Cf. my treatise on the Meletian schism in the Kirchenlezicon by Wetzer and 
Welte, vol. vii. pp. 42 sqq. (See also Newman’s Arians, pp. 372 sqq.] 

> <a 
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the banished bishops. Under these circumstances, many of 
them, among whom Athanasius and Eusebius of Vercelli are 
conspicuous, recognised the great necessity, especially on 
account of the heathen Emperor, for restoring unity among 
the Christians themselves." On the proposal of Eusebius of 
Vercelli, therefore, Athanasius organized a Synod_at Alexandria 
in 361 for the purpose of considering the conditions and means 
for the restoration of peace in the Church.* 

SEc. 85. Synod at Alexandria. 

Only twenty-one bishops, indeed, personally took part in 
this Synod,’ but yet its decisions found wide acceptance. 
Among those whose presence was especially desired was the 
zealous Bishop Lucifer of Cagliari, who, however, sent two 
deacons as his representatives, believing his presence in person 
at Antioch to be more important.‘ 

An over-strict party at the Alexandrian Synod at first 
demanded that any who sought to re-enter the communion of 
the orthodox; after having been contaminated by any sort of 
communion with the heretics, should be for ever excluded from 
the clerical office. The greater number, however, pointed to the 
Bible example of the reception of the prodigal son, and carried 
the milder resolution, that all who, without being themselves 
Arians, had only been drawn by force and other such means 
to the side of the heretics, should receive pardon, and retain 

their ecclesiastical dignity and offices. On the other hand, 

1[‘* At this critical moment Constantius died, when the cause of truth was 
only not in the lowest state of degradation, because a party was in authority and in 
power who could reduce it lower still; the Latins committed to an anti-Catholic 
creed, the Pope a renegade, Hosius fallen and dead, Athanasius wandering in 
the deserts, Arians in the Sees of Christendom, and their doctrine growing in 
blasphemy and their profession of it in boldness every day. The Emperor had 
come to the throne when almost a boy, and at this time was but forty-four years 
old. In the ordinary course of things, he might have reigned till orthodoxy, 
humanly speaking, was extinct.”—Newman’s Notes on Treatises of Athanasius, 
p- 127 e, quofed in 3d ed. of Arians, p. 362. ] 

* Rafin. Hist. Hecl. i. (x.) 27, 28. 
3 Cf. the heading and signatures of the Synodal Letter, of which more will be 

said later. 
* Rufin. lc, 
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the heads and actual defenders of the heresy should, indeed, 
if repentant, be again received into the Church, but excluded 
from office. But neither class could be received except on 
condition of their anathematizing the Arian heresy and its 
chief supporters, accepting the Nicene faith, and acknowledg- 
ing the Nicene Council as of the highest authority.' The 
Synod at the same time commissioned two of its most 
esteemed members, Eusebius of Vercelli and Bishop Asterius 
of Petra, to see to the carrying out of this decision in the 
East and West;* and Athanasius affirms that Synods in 
Gaul, Spain, and Greece passed the same decree. This was 
also confirmed by Pope Liberius,*® and, according to Jerome, 
accepted throughout the whole West.‘ 

The second object of the Alexandrian Synod was to treat 
in detail of the doctrine of the Holy Ghost, as the Pneumato- 

machian errors had already appeared, with the assertion that 
it was perfectly compatible with the Nicene faith, and not 
Arian, to declare thatthe Holy Ghost was a creature. Against 
this new heresy the Synod declared, that “the Holy Ghost 
was of the same substance and divinity with the Father and 
the Son, and that in the Trinity there was nothing of the 
nature of a creature, nothing lower or later.”* From the 
Synodal Letter of this Council to the Antiochians, we see that 
it attached great weight to this point concerning the Holy 
Ghost, and demanded from all who desired to return to the 

Church the condemnation of this heresy.® 
The terms ovola and t&roctacw formed the third subject 

for the consideration of the Synod. The Greeks for the most 
part employed the word i#récracts, in a sense differing from the 
ancient Greeks, to denote the Persons of the Godhead; but 

many Latins and also many Greeks were of opinion that ovola 

1 Rafin. Hist, Hecl. i, (x.) 28; Athanas. Hpist. ad Rufinianum, Opp. t. i. P. 
ii. p. 768, ed. Patay. 

® Rufin. ic. i. (x.) 29. 
3 So says the copy of the Hpist. Athanasii ad Rujin., which was read at the 

second Synod of Nicwa, Actio i. ; cf. Hard. t. iv. p. 58, The same is said in 
the Auctor vite 8. Husebii, quoted in Mansi, t. iii. p. 356. 

4 Jerome, Adv. Lucifer. p. 802. ® Rufin. dc. i. (x.) 29. 
6 Cf. the Synodal Letter (called Tomus) in Athanas. t. i. P. ii. p. 616 ; also in 

Mansi, t. iii. p. 8347 ; and Hard. t. i. p. 781. 

—_—_—_ 
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and trooracts were in fact identical, and therefore that whoever 
taught three hypostases was a thorough Arian. On the other 
hand, those who spoke only of one hypostasis were naturally 
suspected of Monarchianism; and the Latin term persone, 
as identical with the Sabellian rpocw7a, was accused of Sabel- 
lianism. Thus many mutually regarded each other as heretics, 
though only differing from one another in outward expression. 
S. Athanasius, who was acquainted with both languages, very 

clearly perceived this, and to put an end to these misunder- 
standings, caused both parties to make a declaration of their 
faith, which gave full and mutual satisfaction, so that each 
was convinced of the orthodoxy of his supposed enemy, and they 
jointly pronounced the anathema upon Arius, Sabellius, Paal| 
of Samosata, and others.’ According to Gregory of Nazianzus, 
both parties were left free from henceforth to keep their own 
form of expression.” 

The fourth subject related to the manhood of Christ, con- 
cerning which a disputation had arisen, probably occasioned 
by the monks sent by Apollinaris.® Again both parties had 
to give a more precise explanation of their views, and each 
acknowledged that the Word of God had become true Man, 

and had not only taken a human body, but also a human 
soul. It would appear from this that the Apollinarians 
either yielded or else concealed their true views, and by 
their distinction between yuy7 and wvedua escaped from the 
noose. 

' At its close the Synod sent Eusebius of Vercelli and 
Asterius of Petra to Antioch, to effect a reconciliation between 

the Meletians and Eustathians, At the same time they sent 
to Antioch the Synodal Letter already often mentioned, pro- 
bably the work of Athanasius, and still to be found among his 

‘Cf. Rufin. Ze. i. (x.) 29, with the Synodal Letter in Athanasius, lc. p. 617 ; 
in Mansi, U.c. p. 350. Socrates (Hist. Eccl. iii. 7) quite incorrectly relates that 
the Synod decided that ‘‘ the expressions éwirrae:s and oiei« should not be used 
at all with reference to God.” The correct account is given in the Synodal Letter. 

? Gregor. Naz. Orat. XXJ. p. 409. 
3 Mentioned in the Synodal Letter in Athanas. Jc. p. 619, n. 9; Mansi, Le. 

p. 854. 
* Cf. the Synodal Letter, p. 618, n. 7, in Athanas. Lc., and p. 350 sq. in Mansi, 

lew; also Rufin. Lc. 
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works-under the title of Tomus ad Antiochenos} the heading 
of which has, however, raised unnecessary doubts. For in 
this heading it is said that the letter proceeded from Athana- 
sius, Eusebius, Asterius, etc., while at the same time Eusebius 

and Asterius are mentioned among others as those to whom 
the letter was addressed. This apparent contradiction may, 
however, be explained thus, that this Tome is at once a 
Synodal Letter—and as such proceeds from Eusebius and 
Asterius also,—and an instruction according to which Aste- 
rius and Eusebius were to bring about the reunion of the 
Antiochians.” 

When Eusebius arrived at Antioch, Lucifer of Cagliari had 
already chosen a bishop for the Eustathian party, the priest 
Paulinus, who now indeed supplementarily signed the Synodal 
Letter sent him from Alexandria, but whose promotion ren- 
dered the settling of the Antiochian disturbances for the present 
impossible. In addition to this, the over-zealous Lucifer 
would by no means consent to the mild treatment decided on 
at Alexandria with regard to former Arians, and therefore 
renounced all communion with Eusebius, Athanasius, and 
their friends, thus causing a fresh schism, called the Luciferian. 
Notwithstanding al] this, an immense advantage was gained by 
the Alexandrian Synod, and those subsequently held in Gaul, 
Spain, Greece, and elsewhere, in that hundreds of bishops 

who, without being really Arian, had by their own weakness, 
or through the cunning and malice of the heretics, been driven 
over to that side, now returned to the Church, most solemnly 
declaring that they had been ignorant of the heretical meaning 
of the confession of Rimini (really Nice), and had not shared 
the blasphemous doctrines concerning the Son therein con- 
tained.®> This was most widely the case in the West, so that 
Arianism there almost entirely disappeared. But among the 
Greeks also countless numbers returned to the Church, so 

‘that soon afterwards Athanasius was able once more to point 

1J.n Athanas. Opp. t. i. P. ii. p. 618, ed. Patav. ; in Mansi, t. iii. p. 346 ; 
Hard. t. i. p. 780 ; in German, Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. vol. ii. p. 282. 

3 Cf. Remi Ceillier, Hist. Générale, etc., t. v. p. 591, and note 2 of the 
Benedictine editors on Athanas. t. i. P. ii. p. 615, ed. Patav. 

3 Augustin. De Agone Christiano, c. 30, T. vi. p. 260, ed. Bened. ; Jerome, Adv. 

Lucif. p. 301. 
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to the Nicene doctrine as the universal faith of the Christian 
world. Yet in the East there still remained a tolerably - 
strong party of strict Arians, supported by the Emperor 
Julian ; perhaps for the very reason that he recognised, or at 
least anticipated, the close connection between consistent 
Arianism and heathenism. Aetius, the head of the Anomceans, 

enjoyed the special favour of the Emperor, and received 
from him the present of an estate at Mitylene.” The strict 
Arians now also assembled at several synods, notably at 
Antioch, under the presidency of the bishop of that city, 
Euzoius, and declared the sentence of deposition pronounced 
upon Aetius at Constantinople in 360 to be null and void. 
In like manner they did away with the term of six months 
which at Constantinople had been appointed for the followers 
of Aetius; and Aetius himself, with many of his adherents, 

were now consecrated bishops.* Besides Aetius and Eunomius, 

Euzoius of Antioch, Leontius of Tripolis, Theodulus of Chaira- 
topee, Serras, Theophilus, and Heliodorus from Libya, were now 
the leaders of this party, and Eudoxius of Constantinople also 
favoured them, although he appears to have lacked the courage 
openly to join them‘ 

SEC. 86. The Macedonians and their Synods. 

As is known, Eudoxius came to the See of Constantinople 
when the Semi-Arian Macedonius was deposed through the 
preponderance of the Acacians at the Synod of Constantinople. 
But after his deposition, Macedonius became far more pro- 
minent than before, as on one side he and his friends not only 
inflexibly maintained the middle position between the real 
Arians and the Nicenes, as well as their shibboleth of the 
similarity of the Son in substance also, but—what was of far 
greater importance—brought the whole controversy about the 
Trinity into a new phase of development, by consistently draw- 
ing the relation of the Holy Ghost to the Father and the Son 
within the range of discussion, and explaining it in a Pneumato- 

1 Athanas. De Fide ad Jovianum Imperat. c. 2, t. i. P. ii. p. 628, ed. Patav. 
2 Philostorg. lib. ix. n. 4. ® Philostorg. lib. vii. c. 6. 
* Philostorg. lib. vii. c. 5. 
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machian manner, by the statement that the Holy Ghost was 
lower than the Father and the Son, their servant, a creature,! 
and similar to the angels. He was immediately joined by 
several of the old Semi-Arians, especially Eleusius of Cyzicus, 
Eustathius of Sebaste, and, as Sozomen affirms, by all who 

had been deposed by the Acacians at Constantinople, and 
therefore notably by Basil of Ancyra. Bishop Marathonius 
of Nicomedia, formerly a high State official, was one of the 
chief supporters of this party. Some time before, by the 
advice of Eustathius of Sebaste, he had become a monk and 

deacon of Macedonius, and had also founded a convent at 

Constantinople. By means of the esteem in which he was 
held on account of his virtues, and through his large connec- 
tion, he made himself so highly useful to his new friends, that 
they were often called after him Marathonians, as before 
Macedonians. As the other heads of this party, like Mara- 
thonius, also distinguished themselves by their ascetic life, 
their doctrine soon spread considerably, not only in Constanti- 
nople, but also throughout the whole of Thrace, Bithynia, on 
the Hellespont, and in the neighbouring provinces ;? and they 
took advantage of the reign of Julian to proclaim plainly at 
different Synods, especially at Zele in Pontus, their separation 
from the orthodox on the one hand, and from the Arians on 

the other.*® In these latter they found their most violent 
opponents, who everywhere drove them from their churches, 
especially under the Arian Emperor Valens, so that, as Sozomen 
affirms, it was only under the Emperor Arcadius that they 
first became possessed of any churches.* 

Src. 87. Synods at Alexandria and Antioch in 363. 

After Julian the Apostate’s premature death on the 26th 
of June 363, his general Jovian, who had always been a 
decided follower of Christianity, was hardly raised to the 
throne when he recalled 8. Athanasius, whom Julian had again 

1 Sozom. iv. 27. 
9 Ibid. iv. 27 ; Socrat. ii. c. 88, 45. ® Basil. M. Epist. 251, p. 888. 
‘(Valens succeeded Julian in 864, after the short intermediate reign of 

Jovian. Arcadius became Emperor in 3965. ] 
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banished ; and, in order to win for himself a firm footing 
amid the confusions of the Church, begged of him an explana- 
tion in writing of the true faith held by the Church con- 
cerning the Trinity. Upon this Athanasius immediately 
summoned a large Synod at Alexandria, and composed by 
its direction and in its name a Synodal Letter to the 
Emperor, which we still possess, in which he commended to 

him the Nicene as the true faith which from the beginning 
had always been preached in the Church, and which even 
now, notwithstanding the Arians, was almost universally 
accepted ; so that the small number of its opponents could be 
no argument against it. ' At the end, as a supplement to the 
Nicene creed, which is itself given in the letter, the orthodox 
doctrine concerning the Holy “Ghost is very shortly appended, 
ze. that the Holy Ghost must not be separated from the 
Father and the Son, and must together with them be glorified, 

because there only is “ula Ocorns év TH ayia tplads.”? 
When, forthwith, the various parties turned to the Emperor, 

in order, if possible, to win him over to their side, and to 

renew the game they had played so successfully with Con- 
stantius, Jovian declared to the Macedonians that he had no 

love for disputes, but rather desired peace, and that he pre- 
ferred the Homoiisian doctrine to all others. Upon this, 
Acacius of Ceesarea, hitherto a most zealous Arian, who, how- 

ever, would always be on the winning side, found it advisable, 
with Meletius of Antioch and twenty-five other bishops, to 

' When Athanasius was not only restoring peace among the Christians, but 
also gaining over many heathens, the Emperor Julian declared that ‘‘he had 
indeed allowed the Galileans to return to their fatherland, but not to their 

Churches (Sees), and was angered that Athanasius, that enemy of the gods, 
who had so often been banished by the Emperors, should have dared without 
special orders to return to Alexandria.” Julian. Hp. vi. xxvi.; Theodoret, 
Hist. Eccl. iii. 9. 

2 The Synodal Letter is given in Athanas. Opp. t. i. P. ii. pp. 622 sqq. ed. 
Patav. ; and Theodoret, iv. 8. In the latter place the letter has an additional 
sentence, in which is expressed the hope that Jovian might long remain 
Emperor. Baronius conjectured that the Arians had inserted this sentence for 
the purpose of making Athanasius appear a false prophet. But others think 
that, as Jovian died so soon afterwards, the sentence in question was again 
withdrawn. The Synodal Letter is also printed in Mansi, t. iii PP. | 366 sqq. ; 
and Hard. t. i. p. 789 ; translated in Fuchs, l.c. p. 298, 

* Socrat. iii, 25. 
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assemble a Synod at that city, and there in 363 formally to 
sign and solemnly to acknowledge the Nicene creed. But in 
order to leave a loophole for themselves, they inserted the 
following sentence in their Synodal Letter to the Emperor 
Jovian: “The word oeovcvos, which is strange to some, was 
most carefully explained by the Fathers at Nicza, and means 
that the Son is born of the substance of the Father, and is 

in respect of substance similar to Him (Gpows xar’ ovoiay).”* 
Clearly by this they intended somewhat to weaken and 
Semi-Arianize the expression ojoovotos; and in fact Meletius 
was suspected by many of equivocation on account of: his 
share in this matter. 

Sec. 88. Valentinian and Valens. The Synods at Lampsacus, 
Nicomedia, Smyrna, Tyana, in Caria, etc. Temporary 

Union of the Macedonians with the Orthodoz. 

To the great detriment of the orthodox cause, Jovian died 
suddenly, probably by violence, on the 16th February 364, in 
the eighth month of his reign. Chrysostom affirms that he 
was poisoned by his body-guard, while Ammianus Marcellinus 
hints that he was suffocated in his bed. The military and 
civil high officers now chose from among their number the 
General Valentinian as Emperor, on the 26th February 364, 
and he immediately made his brother Valens co-Emperor and 
ruler of the East. Valentinian had already, under Julian the 
Apostate, proved himself a zealous, and indeed orthodox 
Christian, in preferring rather to give up his office and go into 
prison, than forsake his faith.. But his brother Valens held 
Arian views; and while Valentinian displayed the utmost 
tolerance towards the Arians, and even towards the heathen, 

Valens emulated his predecessor Constantius in party spirit 
and hatred of the orthodox, in which he was greatly influenced 
by his wife and the well-known Arianizing Bishop Eudoxius 
of Constantinople, who had baptized him.’ 

With the permission of the new Emperor Valens, the 

1 This Synodal Letter is given by Socrat. iii. 25, and Sozom. vi. 4; also 
printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 870, and Hard. t. i. p. 742. 

2 Theodoret, Hist. Heel. iv. 12. 
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Macedonians, under the presidency of Eleusius of Cyzicus, 
held a Synod in 365 at Lampsacus on the Hellespont, which 
declared invalid what the Acacian Council at Constantinople 
in 360 had decided, viz. the deposition of the Semi-Arians, as 

well as the confession of faith of that Synod (identical with 
_ that of Nice-Rimini); sanctioned the Semi-Arian formula, 
dows cat’ ovciay; renewed the confession of Antioch (in 
Enceniis), and pronounced Eudoxius and Acacius, the latter 
of whom had already again returned to Arianism, deposed." 

The Macedonians then at once applied to Valens to obtain 
the confirmation of their decrees; but Eudoxius had already 
gained his ear, and therefore, when the ambassadors from the 

Synod came to him at Heraclea, he directed them to hold 
communion with Eudoxius. When they opposed this, he 
sent them into banishment, and gave away their Sees to the 
followers of Eudoxius. Many other Semi-Arians shared the 
same fate; many were also fined, or tortured in various 
ways.’ The fate of the orthodox was still worse; throughout 
the East they were robbed of their Churches, and oppressed 
by Valens in every possible way.’ He sent almost all the 
orthodox in the East into banishment, especially S. Meletius 
of Antioch, and S. Athanasius of Alexandria, while Basil the 

Great only by peculiar circumstances escaped the same fate. 
To what a height this storm of persecution rose, one out of 
many examples will show. In order to put a limit to these 
constant persecutions and acts of violence, eighty orthodox 
ecclesiastics repaired to the Emperor at Nicomedia to entreat 
him to pursue a milder policy. For this he condemned them 
to banishment, and had them taken to a ship, which was to 
convey them across the Black Sea into exile. He secretly, 
however, gave orders that, when on the open sea, the ship’s 

crew should get into two boats, and set the ship on fire. In 
this way the sea was to hide the shameful deed. But a 
strong wind drove the ship into a port of Bithynia, where the 
fire indeed destroyed it, with the eighty orthodox ecclesiastics, 

but the crime was thus made known.* This took place about 

1 Sozom. vi. 7 ; Socrat. iv. 2, 3, 4. 
* Sozom. Le. ® Sozom. vi. 10 ; Socrat. iv. 12. 
* Socrat. iv. 16 ; Sozom. vi. 14 ; Theodoret, iv. 24. 
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the year 370, some years after the Synods of which we are 
now speaking. 

Such a synod was assembled by the Emperor Valens in 366, 
during his presence at Nicomedia, with the object of bringing 
Arianism still more into power. LEleusius of Cyzicus, who 
was, as we know, one of the most distinguished Semi-Arians, 

here allowed himself to be induced by threats to enter into — 
communion with Eudoxius. But he had hardly returned to. 
his bishopric when he was seized with deep remorse, and 
prayed that another bishop might be chosen in his stead, as 
he had become unworthy. The people of his diocese, how- 
ever, loved him too much to agree to this.' 

In order to escape complete annihilation, the Macedonians, 
‘or Semi-Arians (both names were at that time still used as 
identical), held various Synods at Smyrna, Pisidia, Isauria, 

Pamphylia, Lycia, and especially in Asia Minor, where they 
decided to send deputies to the Western Emperor Valentinian, 
and to Pope Liberius, offering to unite with them in faith. 
For this purpose they made choice of the Bishops Eustathius 
of Sebaste, Silvanus of Tarsus, and Theophilus of Castabala 
in Cilicia. When these arrived in Rome, Valentinian had 
already departed for Gaul, where he had to carry on a war 
against the barbarians. They did not meet him therefore, 
neither would Pope Liberius at first receive them, as they 
were Arians. They, however, declared that they had long 

since returned to the right path, and recognised the truth. 
Nay, they had already before condemned the doctrine of the 
Anomceans, and in declaring that “the Son was similar to the 
Father in all things,” had in fact simply taught the opeoveros. 
At the demand of the Pope, they handed in a written, con- 
fession of faith, in which they solemnly assented to the 
Nicene doctrine, and recited the Nicene creed word for word, 
expressly declaring that the expression opoovovos was chosen 
“holily and piously” as opposed to the wicked doctrine of 

1 Socrat. iv. 6; Sozom. vi. 8. The further statement of these two historians, 
that Eunomius was then appointed bishop of Cyzicus by Eudoxius is incorrect. 
The promotion of Eunomius took place at an earlier time ; in 866, however, he 
was no longer in possession of the See of Cyzicus. Cf. Philostorg. v. 8, and 
Theodoret, ii. 27, 29, and the notes of Valesius on Socrat. iv. 7. 
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Arius; and they anathematized Arius and his disciples, also the 
heresy of the Sabellians, Patripassians, Marcionites, Photinians, 
Marcellians (followers of Marcellus of Ancyra), Paul of 
Samosata, and especially the confession of Nice-Rimini.' 

Upon this Pope Liberius received the deputies of the Semi- 
Arians into communion, and delivered to them in his own 

name, and in that of the whole Western Church, a letter 

addressed to those who had accredited them, z.e. the fifty-nine 
Eastern bishops, stating that, “from the declarations of the 
Easterns and their deputies, he saw that they agreed to his 
faith, and that of the whole West, which was no other than 

that of Nicza, whose bulwark against all Arian heresies was 
the formula ooovcoios. To this faith nearly all those 
Westerns had also returned, who at Rimini had been seduced 

and forced into taking a false step.” * 
It has surprised some that the simple acceptance of the 

Nicene creed on the part of the Macedonians should have 
given full satisfaction at Rome, notwithstanding that a new 
heresy concerning the Holy Ghost had already been promul- 
gated by them, which had not been foreseen in drawing up that 
creed. Pope Liberius, it was thought, should, under such 
circumstances, have demanded from the Macedonians a renun- 

ciation of this new heresy also; and this would certainly 
have been necessary if this new doctrine had at that time 
been as well known at Rome as it was in the East. This, 

however, was not the case. 

Upon the receipt of the Papal letter, the deputies from the 
East at once repaired to Sicily, where they caused a Synod 
to be held, and here also made the Homoiisian confession of 
faith, and thereupon received from the Sicilian bishops a letter 
similar to that from the Pope, with which they then returned 
to their country.* It is not improbable that, on their journey 
through the West, they met with Bishop Germinius of 
Sirmium, one of the heads of the strictest Arians, and 
brought him also much nearer to the orthodox faith, From 

1 Socrat. iv. 12; Sozom. vi. 11. 
3 Socrat. iv. 12. 
3 Cf. Schrockh, Kirchengesch. vol. xii. p. 31. 
4 Socrat. iv. 12. 
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this time fvurward he maintained decidedly the true 
Divinity of the Son, similar to the Father in all things; nor 
did he allow an Arian Synod, held at Singidunum in 367, to 
frighten him out of so doing.’ 

After the arrival of the Eastern deputies in their country, 
a Synod was assembled in 367, at Tyana in Cappadocia, at 
which they solemnly delivered the letters and documents 
they had brought with them. These were received with 
great joy, and it was decided to impart them to the other 
Eastern bishops, for which purpose it was proposed to hold a 
great Synod at Tarsus in Cilicia, where the faith of Nicea 
should be universally accepted. But Valens forbade the 
holding of such a Synod.” 

Moreover, all the old Semi-Arians were by no means 
inclined to accept the Nicene ‘faith; on the contrary, about 

thirty-four of their bishops assembled at the same time in 
Caria, where they indeed highly praised the efforts made for 
unity, but still expressly rejected the opoovows, and declared 
for the Antiochian formula (in Enceeniis), the work of the 
martyr Lucian.’ 

SEC. 89. Pope Damasus and his Synods. Death of 
S. Athanasius. 

During these events Pope Liberius died on the 23d or 24th 
September 366 ; and as a quarrel had arisen at Rome among 
the orthodox themselves, Damasus was chosen Pope by one 
party, and Ursinus or Ursicinus by the other. This occasioned 
bloody contests between the two parties, which finally ended 
with the victory of Damasus, while Ursinus with seven of 
his followers was commanded by the Emperor to leave the 
city on the 16th November 367. Being thus himself 
firmly secured in his position, Damasus also thought of the 
establishment of the Nicene faith;‘ and for this and other 

1 The documents referring to this are found in Hilar. Fragm. xiii. xv. p. 1859 
sqq. ed. Bened. 

* Socrat. iv. 12 ; Sozom. vi. 12. 
* Ibid. vi. 12; cf. above, p. 77. 
* Because of his exertions in this direction, the sixth general Synod says : 

Aduares 6 dddpas ens wiersws. Mansi, t. xi. p. 661 ; Hard. t. iii. p. 1420. 
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purposes he held various Synods, of which only very imperfect 
accounts, In some cases mere intimations, have reached 

us.' Of these assemblies, the first of importance was probably 
held in 369, where the doctrine that the Father and the 

Son are unius substantie, simul et Spiritus Sanctus, was 
proclaimed. At the same time, Bishop Auxentius of Milan, 

one of the chief supporters of the Arian cause in the West, 
was anathematized.? As, however, the Emperor Valentinian 

always believed him to be orthodox,’ he in fact remained in 
possession of his See until his death in 374. But before him, 
on the 2d May 373, S. Athanasius died,* the greatest cham- 
pion of the Church in the Arian conflict ; and the Arians now 
not only took possession of the See of Alexandria, but also 
practised in the church of that place the most frightful crimes 
and cruelties. Bishop Peter, the rightful successor of Athana- 
sius, was obliged to fly, poor as a beggar; his priests were 
miserably hunted down, and whoever mourned them, whether 
man or woman, was scourged; and the Arian Lucius was 
raised to the See of Alexandria.’ 

Some months later, in 374, Pope Damasus held a second 
important Roman Synod, on account of the orthodox bishops 
of the East having sent their ambassador Dorotheus with the 
earnest request that the Latins would anathematize Eustathius 
of Sebaste, and Apollinaris of Laodicea, as the former had 
relapsed into the Macedonian heresy (concerning the Holy 
Ghost), and the latter had started a new heresy by calling 
in question the perfect manhood of Christ, in opposition to 
Arianism. The Roman Synod therefore renewed the con- 

1 The chronological order of the Roman Synods held under Damasus is very 
uncertain. After the example of Walch (Hist. der Kirchenvers. p. 213), we here 
follow Merenda in his Gesta S. Damasi, Romee 1754. 

* The original letter of the Synod in Latin is to be found in Hard. t. i. p. 773, 
and Mansi, t. iii. p. 448; a Greek translation had been already given by Sozom. 
iv. 28, and Theodoret, ii. 22. This Synod also published a Tome addressed to 
the Orientals, which, besides the Synodal Letter just mentioned, contained some 
other explanations concerning the faith, the rest of which are printed in Mansi, 
t. iii. pp. 459-462. 

3 Hilar. Pict. Contra Aucent. p. 1267, n. 7 sqq. 
4 See the preface to the newly-discovered Festal Lettera of S. Athanasius, 

Larsow, l.c. p. 46. 
8 Cf. Schrockh, Kirchengesch. vol. xii. pp. 41 8qq. 
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fession of the Nicene faith, and fulfilled the wish of the 
Orientals by tejecting, besides many other heretical views, 
the false doctrine of the Macedonians and Apollinarians.' 

Sec. 90. Synods at Valence in 374, in Illyria and at Ancyra 
in 375, at Iconium and in Cappadocia. 

In 374, some French bishops held-a Synod at Valence, 
which, however, took no part in the war of dogma which 
agitated those times, but only laid down various rules of 
discipline, which we find collected in Hardouin, and in a still 

more complete form in Mansi.’ 
On the other hand, a great Illyrian Synod in 375, in its 

circular to the Easterns, still extant, declared very decidedly 
against the Pneumatomachian heresy, and commissioned the 
priest Elpidius, whom they sent to the East with their Synodal 
Letter, to make investigations concerning the faith of those 
countries, and there to proclaim the truth. At the same 
time, it laid down its rules concerning the appointment of 
bishops, priests, and deacons, that they were to be chosen 
from the clerical body, or from members of the higher magis- 
tracy distinguished for their integrity, but not from the military 
or lower official class.’ 

The Emperor Valentinian not only confirmed these decrees, 
but also added a special letter to the bishops of Asia, with 
the command that the Homoiisian belief in the Trinity should 
be universally taught. Herein it was also said that no one 
in the East should make the excuse that he was following the 
faith of his Emperor (Valens), for that would be an abuse of 
the Imperial authority, rejection of Him who gave us the 
teaching of salvation, and disobedience to the Scriptural com- 
mand, “ Render unto Cesar the things that are Ceesar’s, and 

1 The rest of the acts are to be found in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 481 sqq.; also, in 
Merenda, l.c. pp. 44, 202, who, at the same time, opposes the date of this Synod 
accepted by Mansi. 

? Hard. t. i. p. 795; Mansi, t. iii. pp. 491 sqq. We possess a special treatise 
upon the Synod of Valence by Dr. Herbst, Professor at Tiibingen, in the Tbing. 
Theol. Quartalschr. 1827, pp. 665 sqq. 

3 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. iv. 9; Mansi, t. iii. p. 386; Hard. t. i. p. 794; cf. 
Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenversammi. vol. ii. pp. 873 syq. 

IL T 
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unto God the things that are God's.” Yet this polemical letter, 
although plainly directed against the Emperor Valens, bears the 
names of Valens and Gratian after that of Valentinian, as the 

Roman Emperors always followed the custom of adding the 
name of the co-Emperor in all their edicts? Remi Ceillier* 
has, as it seems to me rightly, shown that this Illyrian Synod 
only took place in 375, and not, as Mansi believed, earlier. 
Not only does Theodoret place it after the elevation of S. 
Ambrose to the See of Milan, but also the Emperor Valentinian 
spent the entire summer and autumn of the year 375 in 
Tllyria, and the special interest which he took in this Synod 
is accounted for by supposing that it was held during his 
presence there. The early death of Valentinian, however, in 
the same year 375, deprived his decree, so favourable to the 
orthodox, of its efficacy; and the Arians, supported by the 
Emperor Valens, at a Synod at Ancyra, now deposed several 
orthodox bishops, and amongst them S. Gregory of Nyssa* 

S. Basil only hints at other like Synods of the Arians ;* 
but he also speaks of Syriods of the orthodox, especially at 
Iconium (about 376), at which Amphilochius, the bishop of 
that city, presided, and where the orthodox doctrine of the 
Trinity, as regards the Holy Ghost also, was laid down exactly 
as Basil the Great had propounded it in his work on the 
Holy Ghost. Nay, this very work of his was at this time 
formally sanctioned and confirmed by a Synod in Cappadocia.‘ 

Sec. 91. The Third and Fourth Roman Synods under Damasus. 
Synods at Antioch, Milan, and Saragossa. 

About the same time, at the third Roman Synod, under 
Pope Damasus in 376, in which the banished Bishop Peter 
of Alexandria took part, the Apollinarian heresy was again 
anathematized, and deposition pronounced upon Apollinaris 
and his two pupils, Timothy and Vitalis, the bishops of the 
Apollinarians at Alexandria and Antioch.’ 

1 Theodoret, lib. iv. c. 8; Mansi, t. iii. p. 90. 
* Cf. Theodoret, Hist. Kecl. iv. 7, in fine. * Remi Ceillier, t. v. p. 609. 
* Mansi, t. iii. p. 499; Basil. M. Hp. 235 (alias 264). 
5 Basil, Zp. 237. $ Mansi, t. iii. pp. 502, 506 sq. 
7 Sozom. vi. 25; Theodoret, v. 16; Merenda, i.c. pp. 58 sqq. 
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Soon after this, in the battle at Adrianople against the Goths 
in 378, Valens lost his throne and life ; and the young Gratian, 

the eldest son of Valentinian, who had hitherto only reigned 
in the West, became ruler of the whole Empire. Himself 
belonging to the orthodox Church, immediately upon his 
accession, in 378, he gave all his subjects religious liberty, 
with the exception of the Manicheans, Photinians, and 
Eunomians, and recalled all banished bishops to their 
dioceses. 

Taking advantage of this tolerant edict of the Emperor, a 
number of the Macedonians now again separated themselves 
from the adherents of the Nicene faith, and, at a Synod at 

Antioch in Caria in 378, declared in favour of the “similarity 
in substance,” expressly rejecting the Nicene opoovctos. But, 
on the other hand, many other Macedonians only joined them- 
selves the more closely to the orthodox Church? Also, on 
the orthodox side, no less than one hundred and forty-six 
Oriental bishops assembled at Antioch on the Orontes, as 
Gregory of Nyssa says, in the ninth month after the death of 
S. Basil the Great (in September 378), in order, on the one 
hand, to put an end to the Antiochian schism among the 
orthodox themselves (which attempt, however, was not then 
successful), and, on the other, to take steps to assist the 
Church in gaining the victory over Arianism. To this end, 
the bishops at Antioch signed the Tome, published by the 
Roman Synod in 369,* under Damasus, thus making those 
dogmatic declarations theirown; and also published a Synodal 
Letter on their own account to the bishops of Italy and Gaul, 
which was first printed among the letters of S. Basil, and after- 
wards also in-the collections of the Councils.’ 

Some time later, in 380, Pope Damasus held his fourth 

Roman Synod, which has been often (for instance, by Remi 
Ceillier®) wrongly divided into two Councils, because this 

1 Socrat. v. 2; Sozom. vii. 1; Theodoret, v. 2. 

2 Socrat. v. 4; Sozom. vi. 2. 
3 Ep. ad Olymp. de Vita et Obitu 8. Macrine. 
* See above, pp. 287 sq.; cf. Hard. t. i. p. 776; and Mansi, t. iii. pp. 461 9q., 

where the signatures of the Antiochians are given. 
5 Mansi, t. iii. p. 511; cf. the Notes of Valesius on Theodoret, v. 3. 
* Remi Ceillier, J.c. pp. 621, 627. 
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assembly discharged two different functions, as on the one hand 
it confirmed the elevation of Pope Damasus in opposition to 
the pretender Ursicinus,! and on the other it dealt with the 
great dogmatic question, and published a number of anathemas 
against the Sabellians, Arians, Macedonians, Photinians, Mar- 

cellians, and Apollinarians, etc. 
Lastly, in the same year we have to record two more 

Synods ; one at Milan under S. Ambrose, which, however, did 

not treat of any general affairs, but was only for the vindica- 
tion of a young Christian girl at Verona ;’ and the somewhat 
more important Synod at Saragossa in Spain.* Sulpicius 
Severus relates “that, on account of the Priscillianists at 

Cesar Augusta (Saragossa), a Synod was held, consisting of 
bishops of Spain and Aquitania. The heretics, although 
invited, did not appear: the Synod nevertheless condemned 
them, namely, the Bishops Instantius and Salvianus, and the 
two laymen Helpidius and Priscillianus, and threatened with 
the like punishment all who should hold communion with them. 
Finally, they commissioned Bishop Ithacius of Ossonuba to 
make this decision generally known, and to excommunicate 
Bishop Hyginus of Corduba, who had first discovered the 
existence of this new heresy, and had then embraced it.”* Sul- 
picius Severus does not give the exact chropological date ; but 
from his whole historical account this Synod must be placed 
somewhere about the year 380. Now, as there are to be 
found in the old collections of the canons eight canons of a 
Synod at Saragossa of October 4th, 418, of the Spanish era 

(380 according to our reckoning),’ and as these eight canons 

' The letter of the Synod to the Emperors Gratian and Valentinian 11. is to 
be found in Hard. t. i. p. 889; and Mansi, t. iii. p. 624; cf. Fuchs, Uc. p. 368. 

* The document in question has been preserved by Theodoret, v. 11, but no 
doubt with an incorrect heading, according to which the letter of Damasus and 
his Synod was addressed to Bishop Paul of Thessalonica ; but, at that time, 
8. Acholius was bishop of that town, therefore the correct. reading would be 
Paulinus of Antioch (the bishop of the Eustathians). The document is also 
printed in Munsi, t. iii. pp. 486 sqq. ; Harduin, t. i. p. 517. 

§ Mansi, t. iii. p. 517. 
“ Concerning which, ef. Tubing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1826, pp. 404 sqq. ; and 

Coleccion de Canones de la Iglesia Espanola, Madrid 1849, t. ii. pp. 128 sqq. 
® Sulpic. Sev. Hist. Sacra, lib. ii. 
* Mansi, t. iii. pp. 683 sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 805 sq. 
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are plainly directed against the Priscillianists, it may well be 
supposed that they belong to the same Synod of which Sulpicius 
speaks. Mansi’ tries to show that it took place as early as 
379. Its canons are as follows: (1) All Christian women shall 
avoid conventicles. (2) No one shall fast on Sunday, nor 
may any one absent himself from church during Lent and 
hold a conventicle of his own. (3) Whoever does not con- 
sume the Holy Eucharist given him in church, let him be 
anathema. (4) From the 17th December to the Feast of the 
Epiphany every one must attend the church daily, and may 
not go with bare feet. (5) He who is excommunicated by one 
bishop may not be received by another. (6) A cleric who out 
of pride becomes a monk, as being a better ‘observance of the 
law, shall be shut out from the Church. (7) No one shall on 
his own authority declare himself a teacher. (8) No virgin 
under forty years of age shall take the veil.? 

SEC. 92. The Emperor Theodosius the Great. 

Meanwhile the orthodox Church had made wonderful pro- 
gress. Ever since Gratian issued the edict of toleration, 

fortune took a decided turn in favour of the Nicenes, and 

Arianism only remained dominant still in a few towns such 
as Constantinople. But this also was changed when in 379 
Gratian made Theodosius his co-Emperor, and gave over to him 
the government of the East. The latter in 380 immediately 
issued the celebrated edict in which he threatened the 
heretics, and demanded of all his subjects the acknowledgment 

of the orthodox faith. Also, upon his arrival in Constanti- 
nople, he deprived the Arians of their churches, in order to 
give them back to the orthodox ;* and in 381 again issued 
an edict of faith, forbidding all heretics to hold divine service 
in towns, and allowing the Catholics only the possession of — 
churches.” It was of especial importance that in the same 
year, 381, he also arranged for the meeting of the second 

1 Manzi, lc. pp. 635 sqq. 
* Cf. Mandernach, Geschichte der Priscill. 1851, pp. 20 sqq. 
3 Cod. Theod. lib. xvi. tit. i.; De Fide Cathol. i. 2. 
* Socrat. v. 7; Sozom. vii. 5. 5 Cod. Theod. i. 6, de Heret. 
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(Ecumenical Council, which was to bring the contest begun at 
Nicea to a triumphant issue. Before, however, we go on to 

the discussion of this second General Council, we must con- 

sider two important Synods which took place in the interval 
between the first and second General Councils, the exact date 
of which cannot, however, be given with complete certainty, 
ae. the a of Laodicea and Gangra. 



BOOK VI. 

THE SYNODS OF LAODICEA AND GANGRA. 

Src. 93. Synod of Laodicea. 

N very many old collections of the Councils which have had 
their origin since the sixth, or even in the fifth, century, 

we find the acts of the Synod of Laodicea in Phrygia (Phrygia 
Pacatiana’) placed after those of Antioch of 341, but before 
those of the second General Council of 381. Some, for instance 
Matthew Blastares, with somewhat more precisiqn, place this 
Synod after that of Sardica:* the Trullan Synod,’ however, 
and Pope Leo Iv. place it immediately before the second 
General Council.* Notwithstanding which, Baronius thought 
that this Synod should be placed much earlier, even before 
that of Nicza ;° and for the following reasons: jirst, that in 
the last canon of Laodicea the Book of Judith is not mentioned 
among the books of the Bible, while, according to S. Jerome, 
the Synod of Niceea had already declared it to be canonical ;° 
secondly, that several canons of Laodicea are identical with 
the Nicene, though with no mention of Nica, which would 
certainly have been made had this Synod borrowed from that 
of Nica, while, on the other hand, if the Synod of Laodicea 
was earlier than that of Nicea, and if the latter received some 

1 Also named Laodicea ad Lycum, and not to be confounded with Laodicea in 
Syria. 

2 Cf. Hardouin’s note in his Collect. Concil. t. i. p. 779 ; also in Mansi, t. iL 
p. 568. 

3 Concil. Trull. can. ii. in Hard. Coll, Concil. t. iii. p. 1659. 
4In Corpus Jur. Can, c. 1. Dist. xx. 
5 Baron. Annal. t. iv. Appendix, pp. 916 sq. ed. Mog. 1601. 
® Jerome, Pref. ad Librum Judith. 

295 
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canons from that comparatively unimportant Synod, the fact 
that Nica is not mentioned is easily explained. 

The weakness of this latter argument is self-evident, and 
neither will the first hold good ; for we have already shown in 
the history of the Nicene Council that the words of Jerome 
are not to be taken to mean that the Synod drew up a decree 
or canon concerning the Book of Judith, but rather that it is 
highly probably that it was merely quoted in passing in some 
discussion or other, and so to a certain extent tacitly approved." 
Nay, if the Council had pronounced a formal decision concern- 
ing the Book of Judith, Jerome himself would certainly not 
in another place have expressed himself so uncertainly as to 
its authority.? But if it did not pronounce any express 
decision about the Book, the whole argument of Baronius falls 
through. Besides this, the Laodicean canons, which contain 
so many detailed rules and orders as to the manner of living 
and conducting divine service, belong more to a time further 
renioved from the persecutions, and when the Church had 
for some time been advancing peacefully. Thus we find 
among the Laodicean canons rules concerning the Church 
vestments, but no longer rules concerning the laps, This 
plainly points more to the last half than the beginning of the 
fourth century. 

The seventh canon of Laodicea, in which the baptism of the 
Photinians is declared invalid, seems to offer a sure chrono- 

logical land-mark. Now we know that Bishop Photinus 
began to attract notice about the middle of the fourth century, 
and was first anathematized by the Eusebians at the Synod of 
Antioch in 344 (in the paxpoortyos formula) ; by the orthodox 
at Milan in 345 ;® then again by the Eusebians in 351 and 
355, at the Synods of Sirmium and Milan;* besides which, he 
was repeatedly banished, and in 366 he died in exile.’ As it is, 
however, as we shall presently see, doubtful whether the word 
Pwrewayvoy in the seventh canon is genuine, unfortunately no 
certain conclusion can be drawn from this. Somewhat more 

1Cf. vol. i. pp. 370 sq. 
* For instance, Epist. 47, ad Furiam: ‘Si cui tamen placet volumen 

recipere ;"’ cf. vol. i. p. 871, note 1. 
3 See p. 189. *See pp. 198, 198. 5 See p. 199. 
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light is thrown on the subject by the fact that, in the intro- 
duction to the Laodicean canons, the Greek text after the word 

Phrygia adds ITaxarvavijs; and this points to a geographical 
division which appears not to have existed at the time of the 
Synod of Sardica in 343.) 

Peter de Marca tried to prove that the Synod of Laodicea 
took place in 365; but he was refuted by Pagi,? who 
agreed with Gothofred’s hypothesis (in his notes on Philo- 
storgius) that it had been occasioned by Theodosius, an 
Arian bishop of Lydia about the year 3632 Philostorgius 
relates that, after the death of the Apostate Julian (in 363), 
Theodosius, a bishop of Lydia, summoned a small Synod, at 

which the consecration of Aetius and the ordinations per- 
formed by him were declared invalid* The Epitomist of 
Philostorgius (Photius) designates this Theodosius a vehe- 
ment Eunomian, and it is therefore doubtful whether he is 

the same Theodosius, bishop of Philadelphia in Lydia, whom 
Epiphanius places among the Semi-Arians.® Moreover, a 
passage in the Corpus Juris Canonici, the author of which is 
unknown, states that Bishop Theodosius, who, however, is 

not more precisely described, was the chief originator of the 
Laodicean decrees. Gothofred and Pagi identify him with the 
Theodosius mentioned by Philostorgius, and seek to confirm 
their supposition by maintaining that the Synod of Laodicea 
took a rigidly ascetic line, especially on sexual questions, and 
that Philostorgius, in strict agreement with this, speaks of 
the great abhorrence Bishop Theodosius had of all sexual 
intercourse. 

But, in the first place, the Synod of Laodicea showed no 
sort of abhorrence of marriage or any such like hyper-ascetic 
tendency; and, secondly, the statement that this Theodosius 

1 In the letter of the Arian party at Sardica only one Phrygia isnamed. Har- 
douin, t. i. p. 671 ; Mansi, t. iii. p. 126. The Ballerini, in their edition of the 

works of Leo, t. iii. p. xxi. n. xii., laid special weight upon this, in order to 
show that the Synod of Laodicea took place later than that of Sardica. Cf. above, 
p- 95. 

* Pagi, Critica in Annal. Baron. ad. ann. 314, n. 25. 
* Marca’s opinion was repeated by Van Espen, Commentar. in Canonea et 

Decreta Juris, etc., Colon. 1754, pp. 156 sq. 
* Philostorgius, viii. 3, 4. 5 Epiphan. Her. 78, c. 26. 
°C. it Dist. xvi. 
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was an ascetic is wholly incorrect, for the words of Philostor- 
gius, as rightly interpreted by Valesius, prove quite the con- 
trary, namely, that Theodosius had been himself implicated 
in unlawful relations, and had “led an irregular life” 
(éxOeopod arodteias). A man, however, of this kind, who, as 

Philostorgius also says, in order to escape answering for his 
bad manner of life, could betake himself with a few friends 

and companions to a conciliabulum, with the view of over- 
throwing those whom he feared, is certainly not the author 
of decisions so earnest, strict, and dignified as are those of 
Laodicea; apart from the fact that this Synod was never 
accounted Arian, which, according to Gothofred’s conjecture, 

it would have been.! To this must be added, first, that Philo- 
storgius says not a word of the cabal got up by Theodosius 
having issued rules of discipline also; and, secondly, that 

not one of the Laodicean canons contains a distinct reference 
to Aetius. Even if, therefore, the above statement of the 
Corpus Juris is to hold good, the Theodosius who occa- 
sioned the Synod of Laodicea must certainly not be con- 
founded with the other of the same name mentioned by 
Philostorgius, and we have still gained nothing as to the date 
of this Synod. 

Under such circumstances, it is best, with Remi Ceillier, Tille- 

mont, and others, to place the meeting of the Synod of Laodicea 
generally somewhere between the years 343 and 381,—+<¢ 
between the Sardican and the second General Council,—and 

to give up the attempt to discover a more exact date. The 
entirely disciplinary contents of the canons seems to show 
that, at the time the Synod was held, there must have been 

a sort of truce in the dogmatic (Arian) conflict of that 
period. 

The sixty canons of the Synod of Laodicea were composed 
in Greek, and have come down to us in the original language. 
‘There were also early Latin translations, for instance one by 

'In order to dispose of this difficulty, Pagi raises the further hypothesis that 
the Synod of Laodicea was indeed Arian, but that its canons were subsequently 
received by the orthodox Church. 

2 Printed in Mansi, t. ii. pp. 568 qq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 781 sqq. ; Bevereg. 
Pandecta Canonum, t. i. pp. 458 sqq. 
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Dionysius Exiguus, which we likewise still possess, and 

commentaries on them were published in the Middle Ages, 
chiefly by Balsamon, Zonaras, Aristenus,' and more recently 
by Van Espen,’ and Professor Herbst in the Tabingen Review. 

A short preface by one of the old collectors precedes the 
Laodicean canons, and runs thus: 

“The Holy Synod, which was assembled at Phrygia 
Pacatiana from different provinces of Asia, has drawn up the 
following ecclesiastical regulations :— 

“Can. 1. We have decreed, in accordance with the rules of 
the Church, that those who have lawfully and regularly entered * 
upon a second marriage, and not formed a secret union, shall, 
after a short period of prayer and fasting, be pardoned and 
again received into communion.” 

We see that the Synod of Laodicea here defends Christian 
freedom with regard to second marriage, as the Council of 
Niceea (Can. 8), and toa certain extent also the Synods of 
Neocesarea (Can. 3 and 7) and Ancyra (Can. 19), had 
already done. By this, however, a second marriage is not 
exempted from all stain; on the contrary, an expiation of this 
weakness by prayer and fasting is declared necessary. Nay, 
the words “after a short period” (6Avyou ypovov mapedOoyros) 
plainly indicate that a digamist shall not be received into 
communion, and especially not admitted to the Holy Eucharist, 

immediately after contracting a second marriage, but shall 
be excluded for a short time, or placed in the aphorismus 
minor. 

Further, as we have already shown in the translation, 

the words cara tov éxxdAnovactixoy Kavova must be connected 
with amodSoc8at avtois THv xowvwviav, s0 that the meaning 
stands: “in accordance with the rule of the Church they 
must be received ;” but if, as Dionysius Exiguus has done, 
we connect the words in question with cvvadp@évras Sevrépocs 
yapous, it would be a mere tautology, as the word vouluws 
itself implies that the second marriage must be a lawful one. 

1 Their commentaries are printed in Bevereg. /.c. 
7Van Espen, Commentar. in Canones et Decreta Juris Veteris ac Novi, 

Colon. 1754, pp. 157 sqq. 
3 Téibing. Theol. Quartalechrift, 1828, pp. 8 sqq. 
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What, however, is the meaning of the words, “and have not 

formed a secret union”? The three above-mentioned com- 
mentators of the Middle Ages rightly interpret this to mean 
that the digamist must not have already had intercourse 
(before marriage) with the person with whom he contracts a 
second marriage; for if so, he would come under the punish- 
ment of fornication, and in that case he could not be again so 
sooh received into communion. 

Lastly, it is hardly necessary to observe that this canon 
only speaks of a digamist who marries again after the death 
of his first wife. This is plainly indicated in the words, 
“the second marriage must be lawfully (vouiuws) entered 
upon,” and second marriage during the lifetime of the first 
wife would not have been considered by the ancient Church 
a lawful marriage, but abominable adultery. The ancient 
Church had great difficulty in maintaining as permissible 
second marriage, even after the death of one party; so strict 
was the custom in this particular. On this compare what 
Van Espen remarks in opposition to Justellus.’ 

Can. 2. “That sinners of various kinds, if they have 
persevered in the public confession and penance, and have 
entirely turned from evil, after a time of penance fixed in 
proportion to their fall, shall, in consideration of the pity and 
goodness of God, be again received Into communion.” 

Van Espen? and others were of opinion that this canon 
treated only of those who had themselves been guilty of 
various criminal acts, and it has been asked whether any one 
guilty not only of one gross sin, but of several of various 
kinds, might also be again received into communion. It seems 
to me, however, that this canon with the words, tovs duaptd- 
vovras ev dvahopots wralopact, simply means that “sinners of 
various kinds shall be treated exactly in proportion to the 
extent of their fall” That the question is not necessarily of 
different sins committed by the same person appears from the 
words, xara tHv avadoyiay Tod mraioparos, as the singular, 
not the plural, is here used. 

But Van Espen, with Aubespine, is clearly right in not 
referring the words, “if they persevere in confession (€£op0A0- 

1 Van Espen, lc. p. 151. 3 Jbid, l.c. p. 158. 
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yyoews) and repentance,” to sacramental confession, to which 
the expression “ persevere ” would not be well suited. Here 
is evidently meant the oft-repeated contrite confession before 
God and the congregation in prayer of sins committed, which 
preceded sacramental confession and absolution. 

In the Isidorian translation, this canon was inserted in the 

Corpus Juris Canonici.' 
Can. 3. “That those only lately baptized shall not be 

promoted to the clerical office.” 
The same rule had been laid down by the Council of Nicea.? 
Can. 4. “That clerics may not practise usury or take 

interest.” 
This prohibition also was enacted at Nicea (Can. 17), 

and all that is necessary on this subject has therefore been 
already said.” Dionysius Exiguus and Isidore designated 
this canon as the fifth of Laodicea, and the fifth of the Greek 

text, the following one, as the fourth. This canon is also 
found in the Corpus Jur. Can. in the Decretum of Gratian, 

Can. 5. “That ordinations may not take place in the 
presence of the audientes,” 

As the penitents (audientes) might not be present at the 
whole of divine service, so especially not at ordinations. 
Balsamon and Zonaras, however, refer this canon to the 

election and not to the ordination of new clerics, and were of 
opinion that the audientes* were not allowed to be present at 
such an election, because on such occasions the faults of the 

candidates of the clerical order came under discussion, and 
naturally it was desired that these should be made as little 
public as possible, and especially not discussed before those 
who for their own sins were placed among the penitents. 

Can. 6. “ That it is not permitted to heretics, so long as 
they continue in heresy, to set foot in the house of God.” 

The Council of Laodicea is here more strict in its decisions 
than are other Synods which gladly suffer the presence of 
heathens, Jews, and heretics at the Missa Catechumenorum, 

ze. the church lessons and sermons, in the hope of possibly 

1 Corpus Jur. Canonici, can. 4, causa xxvi. quest. 7. 
2 Vol. i. pp. 424 sq. ? Gratian, Decret. c. 9, Dist. xlvi. 
* See vol. i. pp. 420, 421. 
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winning them. This, for instance, is the rule of the so-called 

fourth Council of Carthage in 398." 
Can. 7. “That heretics returning from the Novatian, 

Photinian, or Quartodeciman heresies, whether they have been 

reckoned among the [catechumens] or the faithful, shall not be 
received until they have anathematized all heresies, and more 
especially those in which they were themselves implicated. 
These, as soon as they have learnt the creed, and received 

the anointing of the holy chrism, shall share in the holy 
mysteries.” 

It is undeniable that the Synod held the baptism of the 
sects here enumerated to be valid, and therefore, upon the 
return of a former member of any of these sects, did not 
require re-baptism. In the case of the Novatians and Quarto- 
decimans, this would be the more obvious, as it is well known 

that their difference from the Church had no reference to the 
doctrine of the Trinity : they were not, indeed, strictly heretics 
but schismatics, and could only have been numbered sensu 
latiort among the heretics by the Synod of Laodicea, as aipeoss 
is here used in a general sense as identical with party or sect. 

The mention of the Photinians was more suspicious. Their 
specific heresy concerned the Trinity, and therefore the vali- 
dity of their baptisms could by no means be unhesitatingly 
recognised. Moreover, a Synod at Arles in 452 ordered Pho- 
tiniacos, sive Paulianistas, secundum patrum statuta baptizari 
oportere? And if we add that the word Photiniani is not 
to be found in the Breviatio Canonum of Ferrandus, n. 177 
(548) in the old translation of Isidore,’ in a Lucca or in a Paris 
codex of Latin canons,‘ its genuineness is at least rendered 
extremely doubtful. It was vigorously contested by Baronius, 
Binius, Remi Ceillier, and others.’ 

1 Can. Ixxxiv. ; Hard. t. i. p. 984; Mansi, t. iii. p. 958. 
2 Hard. t. iii. p. 774. The Photinians have often been identified with the 

followers of Paul of Samosata, for instance by Rufinus, in his translation of the 
nineteenth (twenty-first) Nicene canon, in his Hist. Heel. i. (x.) c. 6. 

= Mansi, t. v. p. 585. 
‘ Mansi, t. ii. p. 591; Fuchs, Bibl. de Kirchenvers. vol. ii. p. 322; Remi 

Ceillier, t. iv. p. 727. 
§ Baron. Annal. t. iv. Append. n. vi. p. 916; Binins in his notes on this 

Synod in Manai, t. ii. p. 595 ; Remi Ceillier, 1c. p. 727. 
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Lastly, it must also be observed that there is an omission 
in the Greek text of this canon, as the word “ catechumens,” 

which we have inserted between brackets in our translation, 

is wanting, plainly only through the fault of a copyist. It 
stood in the copies of Dionysius, Exiguus, Isidore, and other 
ancients, as well as in Balsamon. 

Can. 8. “Those who return from the heresy of the so- 
called Phrygians (Montanists), even though of the number of 
the pretended clergy, and held in the greatest esteem, must 
be catechized with all care and baptized by the bishops and 
priests of the Church.” 

This Synod here declares the baptism of the Montanists 
invalid, while in the preceding canon it recognised as valid 
the baptism of the Novatians and Quartodecimans. From 
this, it would appear that the Montanists were suspected of 
heresy with regard to the doctrine of the Trinity. Some 
other authorities of the ancient Church, however, judged 
differently, and for a long time it was a question in the 
Church whether to consider the baptism of the Montanists 
valid or not. Dionysius the Great of Alexandria was in 
favour of its validity ;’ but this Synod and the second General 
Council rejected it as invalid, not to mention the Synod of 
Iconium (235), which declared all heretical baptism invalid. 
This uncertainty of the ancient Church is accounted for thus : 
(a) On one side the Montanists, and especially Tertullian, 
asserted that they held the same faith and sacraments, espe- 
cially the same baptism (eadem lavacri sacramenta), as the 
Catholics? S. Epiphanius® concurred in this, and testified 
that the Montanists taught the same regarding the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as did the Catholic Church. 
(6) Other Fathers, however, thought less favourably of them, 
and for this reason, that the Montanists often expressed 
themselves so ambiguously, that they might, nay, must be 
said completely to identify the Holy Ghost with Montanus. 
Thus Tertullian, in quoting expressions of Montanus, actually 
says “the Paraclete speaks ;” and therefore Firmilian,* Cyril 

’ Tillemont, Mémoires, etc. t. ii. p. 200 ; Baron. Annal. ad ann. 260, n. 16. 
? Tertull. De Veland. Virg. c. 1. 2 Epiph. Her. 48, 1. 
* Ep. 75 of those of Cyprian. 
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of Jerusalem, Basil the Great, and other Fathers, did in fact 

reproach the Montanists with this identification, and conse- 
quently held their baptism to be invalid: (c) Basil the Great 
goes to the greatest length in this direction in maintaining 
that the Montanists had baptized in the name of the Father, 
of the Son, and of Montanus and Priscilla’ But it is very 
probable, as Tillemont? conjectured, that Basil only founded. 
these strange stories of their manner of baptizing upon his 
assumption that they identified Montanus with the Holy 
Ghost; and, as Baronius maintains, it is equally probable that 
the Montanists did not alter the form of baptism. But, even 
admitting all this, their ambiguous expressions concerning 
Montanus and the Holy Ghost would alone have rendered it 
advisable to declare their baptism invalid. (d) Besides this, 
a considerable number of Montanists, namely, the school of 
éschines, fell into Sabellianism, and thus their baptism was 
decidedly invalid. 

In conclusion, it must be observed that Balsamon and 
Zonaras rightly understood the words in our text, ef xal péyio- 
Tot Neyouvro, “though they be held in the highest esteem,” to refer 

to the most distinguished clergy and teachers of the Montanists.* 
Can. 9. “ Members of the Church shall not be allowed to 

frequent cemeteries or chapels dedicated to so-called martyrs be- 
longing to any heretics for prayer or divine service. Those who 
do this, if of the number of the faithful (not merely catechumens), 
shall be excommunicated for a time; but if they do penance 
and acknowledge their fault, they shall be again received.” 

The Synod here, in condemning one kind of communto in 
sacris, speaks of chapels dedicated to “so-called martyrs,” 
because the heretics honoured as such those of their number 
who died in any persecution; but the Church could not, of 
course, concede this honour to them, as Eusebius shows in his 

Church History. 

1 Ep. ad. Amphiloch. Opp. t. fii. p. 20, ed. Ben. 
* Tillemont, l.c. p. 200 a. 
2 On this, cf. my treatise ou Montanus, in the Kirchenlezicon of Wetzer and 

Welte, vol. vii. pp. 204 sq. 
* Cf. the treatise above quoted, p. 261, and Bevereg. Synodicon 8. Pandecte 

Canonum, t. i. p. 456. 
5 Eusebius, Hist. Hcl. lib. v. c. 16. 
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Can. 10. “‘Members of the Church shall not indiscrimi- 
nately give their children in marriage to heretics.” 

With reference to the expression ddvaddpes, “ indiscrimi- 
nately,” Fuchs quite correctly observes: “Not as if they 
wight be given in marriage to some heretics, and not to 
others ; but that it should not be considered a matter of 
indifference whether they were married to heretics or ortho- 
dox.” The Synod of Elvira had already given the same 
rule in can. 16: Horetict si se transferre noluerint ad 
Ecclesiam Catholicam, nec ipsis Catholicas dandas esse puellas ; 

and the fourth General Council of Chalcedon, in its fourteenth 
canon, especially enjoined this rule on the lower ministers of 
the Church, which gave rise to the opinion held by the Greek 
commentators, Zonaras and Balsamon, that this canon also only 
forbade the ministers of the Church to give their children in 
marriage to heretics. Van Espen has, however, shown that 
the rule was tobe generally applied.? 

Gan. 11. “The appointment of the so-called female elders 
or presidents shall not take place in the church.” 

It is doubtful what was:here intended, and this canon has 
received very different interpretations. In the first place, what 
is the meaning of the words mpeoBurwes and mpoxaOypevar 
(“ presbytides” and. female presidents)? I think the first light 
is thrown on the subject by Epiphanius,* who, in his treatise 
against the. Collyridians, says that “women had never been 
allowed to offer sacrifica, as the Collyridians presumed to do, 
but were only allowed te minister. Therefore there were only 
deaconesses in the Church,.and even if the oldest among them 

were. called: ‘ presbytides,’ this term must be clearly distin- 
guished from presbyteress. The latter would mean priestesses 
(teplocas), but mpecBurides only designated their age, as 
seniors.” According to.this, the canon appears to treat of the 
superior deacongsses who were the overseers (1poxa0npevat) 
of the other deaconesses ;.and the further words of the text 

may then probably mean that in future no more such superior 
deaconesses or eldresses were to be appointed, probably because 
they had often outstepped their authority. 

1 Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. pert ii. p. 824. 
* Van Espen, ie. p. 160. 3 Epiph. Her. 79, 4. 

If. U 
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Neander, Fuchs,? and others, however, think it more pro- 
bable that the terms in question are in this canon to be taken 
as simply meaning deaconesses, for even in the church they had 
been wont to preside over the female portion of the congrega- 
tion (whence their name of “ presidents”); and, according to 
S. Paul’s rule, only widows over sixty years of age were to 
be chosen for this office (hence called “presbytides”). We may 
add, that this direction of the apostle was not very strictly 
adhered to subsequently, but still it was repeatedly enjoined 
that only elder persons should be chosen as deaconesses. Thus, 
for instance, the Council of Chalcedon, in its fifteenth canon, 

required that deaconesses should be at least forty years of 
age,* while the Emperor Theodosius even prescribed the age of 
sixty.* 

Supposing now that this canon simply treats of deaconesses, 
a fresh doubt arises as to how the last words—*“ they are 
not év éxxAnola xaBioracbat”—are to be understood. For it 
may mean that “from henceforth no more deaconesses shall 
be appointed ;” or, that “in future they shall no more be 
solemnly ordained in the church.” The first interpretation 
would, however, contradict the fact that the Greek Church 
had deaconesses long after the Synod of Laodicea.® For 
instance, in 692 the Synod in T'rullo (Can. 14) ordered that 
“no one under forty years of age should be ordained deaconess.” 
Consequently the second interpretation, “they shall not be 
solemnly ordained in the church,” seems a better -one,: and 
Neander decidedly prefers it. It is certainly true that several 
later synods distinctly forbade the old practice of conferring 
a sort of ordination upon deaconesses,’ as, for instance, the 

first Synod of Orange (Arausicanum I. of 441, Can. 26), in 
the words: diacone omnimodis non ordinande ; also the Synod 
at Epaon in 517 (Can. 21), and the second Synod at Orleans 
in 533 (Can. 18); but in the Greek Church at least, an ordi- 
nation, a yesporovetcOas, took place as late as the Council i 

1 Neander, Kirchengeach. second edition, vol. iii. (ii. i.) pp. 822 sq., note 2. 
2 Fuchs, Bibl. der Kirchenvers. vol. ii. p. 824. 
> Cf. Binterim, Denkwirdigkeiten, vol. i. part i p. 438. 
4 Cod. Theodos. 1. xvi. tit. 2, i. 27. 5 Cf. Neander, ic. 
® On this, cf. the Const. A post. lib. viii. c. 19. 
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Trullo (Can. 14). But this canon of Laodicea does not speak 
of solemn dedication, and certainly not of ordination, but 
only of xaOlctacOa:, These reasons induce us to return to 
the first interpretation of this canon, and to understand it as 
forbidding from that time forward the appointment of any 
more chief deaconesses or “ presbytides.” 

Zonaras and Balsamon give yet another explanation.’ In 
their opinion, these “ presbytides” were not chief deaconesses, 
but aged women in general (ex populo), to whom was given the 
supervision of the females in church. The Synod of Laodicea, 
however, did away with this arrangement, probably because 
they had misused their office for purposes of pride, or money- 
making, bribery, etc. 

The Roman revisers of the Corpus Juris, in their note on 
canon 19 * (where the Isidorian translation of the canon is 
adopted), agree with this interpretation of the canon, and 80 
also does Van Espen afterwards.* But the Isidorian transla- 
tion, as it was inserted in the Corpus Juris, is quite peculiar 
in giving to the expression “ presbytides” the same meaning 
as we have done under the guidance of Epiphanius, while yet, 
like Neander, it attributes to xcaSicracOa: the pregnant sense 
of ordination. It runs thus:—WMulteres que apud Gracos 
presbytere appellantur, apud nos autem vidue seniores (the 
oldest among the deaconesses, equivalent to viduw) univire et 
matricularie nominantur, in ecclesia tanguam ordinatas consti- 
tut non debere. Finally, Dionysius Exiguus translates more 
briefly : quod non oportet.eas, que dicuntur presbytere vel pre- 
sidentes, in ecclesiis ordinari; thus leaving it doubtful to 
which interpretation he gives the preference. 

Can. 12. “ The bishops must be appointed for the govern- 
ment of the Church by the decision of the metropolitans and 
the surrounding bishops (comprovincials), after they have given 
sufficient proof of their orthodoxy, as well as of their orderly 
behaviour.” 

1 See Bevereg. Synodicon, t. i. p. 458. 
4 Dist. xxxii. 3 Van Espen, l.c. p. 161. 
“Cf. canon 4 of Nicea, vol. i. p. 381. In Corpus Jur. Can. this canon is 

given according to the translation of Dionysius Exiguus, in Gratian, c. 4, Dist. 
xxiv. 
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Can. 13. “The choice of those to be appointed to the 
priesthood shall not rest with the multitude.” 

It may be asked, whether by this rule it was intended 
that the people should be deprived of all share in the 
appointment of the clergy? Van Espen: positively denies 
this, and shows that even after the Synod of Laodicea the 
people still took part in their election.’ This may be true, but 
still, on the other hand, it cannot be denied that in the Greek 

Church the people were early deprived of this right, namely, 
by the eighth General Council. This change in the canon 
law and in the manner of election did not: take place in the 
West till the eleventh century.” Moreover, by the term 
ltepareiov in this canon must be understood not only the 
order of presbyters, but also the episcopate, as the Greek 
commentators Balsamon, etc., and at a later date Van Espen, 
rightly observed.* 

Can. 14. “ At Easter the Host shall no more be sent into 
foreign dioceses as eulogia. ‘ 

It was-a custom in the ancient Church, not indeed to con- 
secrate, but to bless those of the several breads of the same 

form laid on the altar which were not needed for the com- 
munion, and to employ them, partly for the maintenance of 
the clergy, and partly. for distributing to those of the faith- 
ful who did not communicate at the Mass* The breads thus 
blessed were called eulogiew. Another very ancient custom 
‘was; that bishops, as a sign of Church fellowship, should send 
the consecrated bread to one another. That the Roman Popes 
of the first and second centuries did so, Irenseus testifies in his 
letter to Pope Victor in Eusebius.’ In course of time, how- 
ever, instead of the consecrated bread, only bread which had 
been. blessed, or ewlogiw, were sent abroad. For instance, 
Paulinus and Augustine sent one another these eulogia.® But 
at Easter the older custom still prevailed; and to invest the 
Inatter with more solemnity, instead of the ewlogie, consecrated 

1 Commentarius in Canones, etc., pp. 161 aq. 
3 Cf. our remarks on canon 4 of Nica, vol. i. pp. 385 sq. 
2 Commentar. in Canones, etc., p. 161. 
‘ [The latter custom still prevails i in France. } 
§ Hist. Keel. v. 24. ¢ Augustine, Hp. xxviii. and xxxi.__ 
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bread, namely the: Eucharist, was sent out. The Synod of 
Laodicea forbids this, probably out of reverence to the holy 
Sacrament. 

Binterim gives another explanation.’ He starts from the 
fact that, with the Greeks as well as the Latins, the wafer 

intended for communion is generally called sancta or ayia 
even before the consecration. This is not only perfectly 
true, but a well-known fact; only it must not be forgotten 
that these wafers or oblations were only called sancta by 
anticipation, and because of the sanettficatio to which they 
were destined. Binterim then states that by aya in the 
canon is to be understood not the breads already consecrated, 
but those still unconsecrated. He further conjectures that 
these unconsecrated breads were often sent about instead of 
the ewlogie, and that the Synod of Laodicea had forbidden this, 
not during the whole year, but only at Easter. He cannot, 
however, give any reason, and his statement is the more doubt- 
ful, as he cannot prove that these unconsecrated communion _ 
breads really used before to be sent about as ewlogia. 

In connection with this, however, he adds another hypo- 
thesis. It is known that the Greeks only consecrate a square 
piece of the little loaf intended for communion, which is 
first cut out with the so-called holy spear. The remainder of 
the small loaf is divided into little pieces, which remain on or 
near the altar during Mass, after which they are distributed 
to the non-communicants. These remains of the small loaf 
intended for consecration are called ayriéwpa ; and Binterim’s 
second conjecture is, that these ayriéwpa might perhaps have 

- been sent as ewlogie, and may be the aya of this canon. 
But he is unable to prove that these adyr/éwpa were sent about, 
and is, moreover, obliged to confess that they are nowhere 
called ewlogiz, while this canon certainly speaks of eulogia. 
To this must be added that, as with regard. to the unconsecrated 
wafer, so we see no sufficient cause why the Synod should 
have forbidden these avridwpa being sent. 

Can. 15. “ Besides the appointed singers, who mount the 
ambo and sing from the book, others shall not sing in the 
church.” 

1 Denkwiirdigkeiten, vol. iv. part iii. p. 585 sqq. 
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That by the xavovxots sddrats are meant the singers 
appointed by the Church, and belonging in a wider sense to the 
clergy, appears from what has already been said of the words 
éy xavow éferatopuevos in the sixteenth canon of Nicea. The 
only question is whether this Synod forbade the laity to take 
any part in the Church music, as Binius and others have 
understood the words of the text,' or whether it only intended 
to forbid those who were not cantors taking the lead. Van 
Espen and Neander in particular were in favour of the latter 
meaning, pointing to the fact that certainly in the Greek 
Church after the Synod of Laodicea the people were accus- 
tomed to join in the singing, as Chrysostom and Basil the 
Great sufficiently testify.2 Bingham propounded a peculiar 
opinion, namely, that this Synod did indeed forbid the 

laity to sing in the church, or even to join in the singing, 
but this only temporarily,® for certain reasons. I have no 
doubt, however, that Van Espen and Neander take the truer 

view. 
Can. 16. “ On Saturday, the Gospels and other portions of 

the Scripture shall be read aloud.” 
Neander remarks that this canon is open to two interpre- 

tations. It may mean that on Saturday, as on Sunday, the 
Holy Scriptures shall be read aloud in the church, and there- 
fore solemn public service shall be held ; and canon 49 is in 
favour of this interpretation. It was also the custom in many 
provinces of the ancient Church to observe Saturday as the 
Feast of the Creation.’ 

But, as Neander further supposes, it might be possible that 
some few Judaizing congregations had retained the practice 
of only reading portions of the Old Testament on Saturday, 
and not chapters from the Gospels, and that this is here for- 
bidden. He, however, himself remarks, that in that case the 

1 Cf. Binius’ notes in Mansi, t. ii. p. 596, n.; and Herbst, in the Tiéibing. 

Theol. Quartalechrift, 1828, p. 25. | 
* Van Espen, Commentarius, etc., i.c. p. 162; Neander, Kirchengesch. l.c. 

p- 601. 
3 Bingham, Origines, etc., lib. iii. c. vii. sec. 2. 
‘Zc. pp. 565 sq. 
5 Cf. Const. Apost. lib. ii. c. 59, lib. viii. c. 88, lib, v. c. 15; cf. Neander, J.c. 

p- 565, note 2 ; and Quartalachri/t, l.c. p. 26. 
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Gratian adopted this canon.’ 
Can. 53. “Christians, when they attend weddings, shall not 

jump and dance, but shall partake of the meal or breakfast 
with a modesty becoming Christians.” 

Can. 54. “The higher and inferior clergy shall not join in 
witnessing any dramatic performance at weddings or feasts, ha 

pro) but before the actors appear they shall rise and go.” 

un-h The Trullan Synod in its twenty-fourth canon made a similar 
(, Tule, and Gratian has adopted this canon.’ 

sungg, CAN. 55. “The higher and inferior clergy, and also the laity, 
there shall not put together their contributions and hold feasts in 

On ¢}ommon.” 
substancg , Adopted by Bishop Martin of Braga’ and by Gratian.* 

AN. 4° Can. 56. “The priests shall not enter and take their seats 
Ve the bema before the entrance of the bishop, but they shall 7 f always enter after the bishop, unless the latter is ill or absent.” 
aT 4 Can. 57. “In villages and in the country no bishops may 

be appointed, but visitors (reprodevral); and those who are 
already appointed shall do nothing without the consent of the 
bishop of the town, as also the priests may do nothing without 
the consent of the bishop.” 

Compare the eighth and tenth canons of the Synod of 
Antioch of 341, the thirteenth of the Synod of Ancyra, and 
the second clause of the sixth canon of the Synod of Sardica. 
The above canon orders that from henceforth, in the place of 
the rural bishops, priests of higher rank shall act as visitors 
of the country dioceses and country clergy. Dionysius 
Exiguus, Isidore, the Greek commentators, Van Espen,’ Remi 
Ceillier,® Neander,’ and others thus interpret this canon; but 
Herbst, in the Tubingen Review, translates the word (7repso- 
Sevrai) not visitors, but physicians—physicians of the soul,— 
and for this he appeals to passages from the Fathers of the 
Church collected by Suicer in his Thesaurus.° 

Binterim, in his Denkwiirdigkeiten,? speaks in detail of the 
xa@periaxorot, where he tries to show that these rural bishops 

1 C. 8, causa xxxiii. 9, 4. 2 C. 37, Dist. v. De Consecratione. 
2 C. 61, in Hard. t. iii. p. 898. ‘* C. 10, Dist. xliv. - 
5 Van Espen, Lc. p. 175. © Histoire Générale, ete., t. iv. p. 783. 

7 Neander, lc. p. 828. * Tabing. Theol. Quartalechrift, lc. p. 43. 
® Binterim, Denkwiirdigkeiten, vol. i. part ii. pp. 886-414. 

1, x 
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were real bishops, and entitled to perform strictly pontifical 
acts. Augusti is of the same opinion;+ but Thomassin makes 
two classes of chorepiscopi, of whom the one were real bishops, 
while the other only had the title without consecration.’ 
Holzer endeavoured to show that subsequently to the direc- 

tions of this Synod the chorepiscopi had not been real bishops, 
but simply priests, and this only in the episcopal town and 
not in the country.® I do not, however, feel able entirely to 
agree with him; it seems rather that the rules of Laodicea 
were not fully carried out, for as late as the fifth century we 
meet with very many real chorepiscom in the country towns 
and villages of Africa.* 

This canon is found in the Corpus Juris.’ 
Can, 58. “No sacrifices shall be offered in houses (arpoodopas 

ylveoOax) by bishops or priests.” 
That the Eucharistic sacrifice is here meant is obvious (for 

the Christian may, of course, pray anywhere), and the Greek 
commentators also say this very expressly. 

Can. 59. “No psalms composed by private individuals or 
uncanonical books may be read in the church, but only the 
canonical books of the Old and New Testament.” 

Several heretics—for instance, Bardesanes, Paul of Samosata, 

and Apollinaris—had composed psalms, z.e. Church hymns. The 
Synod of Laodicea forbade the use of any composed by private 
individuals, namely, all unauthorized Church hymns. Liift 
remarks that by this it was not intended to forbid the use of 
all but the Bible psalms and hymns, for it is known that even 
after this Synod many hymns composed by individual Chris- 
tians—for instance, Prudentius, Clement, and Ambrose—came 

into use inthe Church. Only those not sanctioned were to be 
banished.° 

Can. 60. “These are all the books of the Old Testament 

1 Augusti, Denkwiirdigkeiten, vol. xi. pp. 159 sqq. 
4 Thomassin, De Nova et Vet. Hecl. Discipl. P. i. lib. ii c. i. 2. 

3 De Proepiscopis Trevirensibus, 1845, pp. i. sqq. ; cf. Tilbing. Theol. Quartal- 
schrift, 1845, p. 572. 

4 Cf. Binterim, J.c. p. 405, and Ztibing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1845, p. 573. 
§ Canon 5, Dist. Ixxx. 
© Liift, Liturgik, vol. ii. p. 188 ; Kayser, Beitrdge cur Geach. der Erklirung 

der Kirchenhymnen, No. 1, Paderborn 1866, p. 49. 
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which may be read aloud: (1) Genesis, (2) Exodus, (3) 
Leviticus, (4) Numbers, (5) Deuteronomy, (6) Joshua, (7) 
Judges, Ruth, (8) Esther, (9) First and Second Book of Kings, 
(10) Third and Fourth Book of Kings, (11) First and Second 
Book of Paraleipomena (Chronicles), (12) First and Second Book 
of Ezra, (13) the Book of the 150 Psalms, (14) the Proverbs 

of Solomon, (15) Ecclesiastes (the Preacher), (16) the Song of 
Songs, (17) Job, (18) The twelve Prophets, (19) Isaiah, (20) 
Jeremiah and Baruch, the Lamentations and Letters (according 
to Zonaras, ‘ the Letter’), (21) Ezekiel, (22) Daniel. The Books 
of the New Testament are these: four Gospels according to S. 
Matthew, S. Mark, S. Luke, and S. John; the Acts of the 

Apostles ; the seven Catholic Epistles, namely, one by S. James, 
two by S. Peter, three by S. John, one by S. Jude; the fourteen 
Epistles of S. Paul,—one to the Romans, two to the Corinthians, 

one to the Galatians, one to the Ephesians, one to the Philip- 
pians, one to the Colossians, two to the Thessalonians, one to the 
Hebrews, two to Timothy, one to Titus, one to Philemon.” 

In this list of the canonical books, which approaches that 
given in the Apostolic Canons, No. 85 (84),? are wanting of 
the Old Testament, the books of . Judith, Tobias, Wisdom, 

Jesus the son of Sirach, Maccabees ; of the New Testament, the 

Apocalypse of S. John. Such an omission is, however, the 
less remarkable, as it is known that in the fourth century it 
was the custom, even among the Fathers of the Church (for 
instance, Athanasius), to reckon in the catalogue of the Holy 
Scriptures only the proto-canonical, and not the deutero-canoni- 
cal books? ‘The same applies to the Revelation of S. John, 
which was also in the fourth century thought not to be genuine 
by a large number of Greeks. 

A special treatise concerning the genuineness of this canon 
was published by Spittler in 17'77,* in which he seeks to show 

1 [First and Second of Samuel, E. V.] 
* The chief difference between them is that the list of the Apostolic Canons 

mentions three books of Maccabees and, in the New Testament, two of the Roman 

Clement and the eight books of the Apostolic Constitutions. 
3 Herbst-Welte, Hinleitung in A. T. part i. pp. 31 sqq. ; Liicke, Winleitung in 

Offenbarung Johan, 1832, p. 335. 
4 Newly printed in the collection of his works, published by K. Wiichter, 

vol. viii. pp. 66 sqq. 
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that it did not emanate from the Synod of Laodicea, but was 

only added later, and taken fromt he eighty-fifth Apostolic 
Canon. His principal reasons are :— 

(a) That Dionysius Exiguus has not this canon in his 
translation of the Laodicean decrees.’ It might, indeed, be 
said with Dalleus and Van Espen, that Dionysius omitted this 
list of the books of Scripture because in Rome, where he 
composed his work, another by Innocent 1. was in general use.” 

(>) But, apart from the fact that Dionysius is always a most 
faithful translator,* this sixtieth canon is also omitted by John 
of Antioch,* one of the most esteemed and oldest Greek 

collectors of canons,’ who could have had no such reasons as 
Dionysius for his omission. 

(c) Lastly, Bishop Martin of Braga in the sixth century, 
though he has the fifth-ninth, has also not included in his 
collection® the sixtieth canon so nearly related to it, nor 
does the Isidorian translation appear (?) at first to have had 
this canon.’ Herbst, in the Tubingen Review, also accedes 
to these arguments of Spittler’s, as did Fuchs’ and others 
before him. But Schrockh at least, even if somewhat hesi- 

tatingly, has raised the objection, that if this Synod in its 
fifty-ninth canon ordered that only the canonical books should 
be read, an explanation was obviously needed as to which are 
the canonical books.” To this I may further add, first, that 
the Laodicean Canon of Scripture and that of the Canones 
Apost. are by no means identical, as Spittler assumes, but -differ 
essentially both in the Old and New Testament ;" secondly, 

1 The still older Latin translation, named Prisca, does not here come under 
consideration, as it has none of the Laodicean canons. 

2 Van Espen, Commentar. l.c. p. 176. 
3 Cf. Tébing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1828, p. 44 ; Spittler, Le. p. 108. 
‘ Spittler, /.c. pp. 91 sqq. 
5 The collection of John of Antioch is printed in Justell, Biblioth. Juris Canon., 

Paris 1661, t. ii. p. 600. 
€ Canon 67, Hard. t. iii. p. 398 ; Spittler, Z.c. pp. 120 sqq. 
? Spittler, 7c. pp. 110 sqq., 121 sq. The Ballerini (S. Leonis Opp. t. iii. p. 

441, note 48) showed that this canon 60 is to be found in some ancient though 
much altered copies of the Isidorian translation, and not in others, 

® Tibinger Theol. Quartalschrift, 1828, pp. 44 sqq. 
9 Biblioth. der Kirchenvers., vol. ii. p. 336. 

10 Schrockh, Kirchengesch., second edition, vol. vi. p. 252, 
11 Cf. above, p. 323, note 1. 
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that the two argumenta ex silentio which Spittler alone em- 
ploys in favour of his assertion, namely, the silence of Diony- 
sius, John of Antioch, and Martin of Braga,’ are not in my 
Opinion sufficient to outweigh the many manuscripts and quo- 
tations which support the sixtieth canon.’ And that only fifty- 
nine Laodicean canons are cited by many of the ancient Fathers 
proves nothing for Spittler, because, as he himself states, in very 
many old manuscripts the fifty-ninth and sixtieth canons were 
written as one, as the latter does in fact belong to the former.’ 

Src. 94. Synod at Gangra. 

A second Synod, also in Asia Minor, of uncertain date, but 

about the same time as that of Laodicea, was held about the 

middle of the fourth century at Gangra, the metropolis of 
Paphlagonia, of which we still possess twenty canons, and .a 
Synodal Letter addressed to the bishops of Armenia. In the 
heading of the latter the Bishops Eusebius, Alianus, Eugenius, 
Olympius, Bithynicus, Gregory, Philetus, Pappus, Eulalius, 
Hypatius, Proairesius, Basil, and Bassus give their names as 

members of the Synod of Gangra, but there is no intimation 
of the Episcopal Sees of any of them. Other names appear 
in some manuscripts of the Latin translation of this Synodal 
Letter, made by Dionysius Exiguus, among which occurs, ¢., 

that of Hosius of Corduba, certainly wrongly, as neither the 
Greek, the many Latin codices, nor the Prisca* have it :’ more- 
over, at the time of the Synod of Gangra, Hosius was without 
doubt dead. Baronius® and Binius’ were therefore certainly 

1 When Martin of Braga arranged his collection of different canons of various 
Synods, the Western Church already possessed a complete canon of Scripture, and 
for that very reason he might have omitted the sixtieth Canon of Laodicea, espe- 
cially as he did not include all the Laodicean canons. What Spittler urges 
besides, in order to make it probable that the original Isidorian collection was 
also without this canon, seems to me bold, far-fetched, and hypercritical in 
the highest degree. As, moreover, the omission of the sixtieth Laodicean canon 
may be explained as above shown by Dalleus and Van Espen, there remains, in 
fact, only one single case of omission, #.e. by John of Antioch. 

* Spittler, l.c. p. 79. 3 Cf. Spittler, Ac. pp. 72-76. 
In Mansi, t. vi. p. 1152. 
5 On this cf. Van Espen, in his Commentarius in Canones, etc., l.c. p. 129, 

and the Ballerini in their edition of the works of 8. Leo the Great, t. iii. p. xxiv. 
6 Baron. Annal. t. iii. ad. ann. 361, n. 44. 
7 In his notes on the Synod of Gangra in Mansi, t. ii. p. 1115. 
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wrong in maintaining that Hosius presided at this Synod in 
the name of the Pope; for even if the Latin codices which 
insert his name had been right, no inference whatever could 
be drawn in favour of his presidency, as they only mention ° 
his name somewhat late, and not primo loco. 

The Libellus Synodicus* mentions another president of the 
Synod of Gangra, namely, a certain Dius.’ The Ballerini* 
think that it should be Bios, and that this again is only an 
abbreviation by copyists of EvaéS8vs, who is named primo loco 
in the heading of the Synodal Letter. Which Eusebius is 
here meant is indeed doubtful, and depends upon the view 
taken as to the time when the Synod was held. Some take 
him to be the well-known Eusebius of Constantinople, formerly 
in Nicomedia; others the Eusebius, Archbishop of Csesarea in 
Cappadocia (362-370), the predecessor of S. Basil the Great. 

The Synodal Letter of Gangra says that “the Synod 
assembled on account of certain necessities of the Church, and 

for the investigation of the affair of Eustathius; and having 
found that many improprieties had been committed by the 
Eustathians, it therefore sought to remove the evils occasioned 
by him, Eustathius.”* It then enumerates the following dis- 
orders occasioned by the Eustathians :— 

(1.) “ As the Eustathians condemn marriage, and maintain 
that no married person has hope with God, they have dis- 
solved many marriages ; and as those separated lacked the gift 
of continence, they have given occasion to adultery. 

(2.) “ They caused many to forsake the public assemblies 
for divine service, and to organize private conventicles. 

(3.) “ They despise the ordinary dress, and introduce a new 
(ascetic, monastic) dress. 

(4.) “The first-fruits which are given to the Church they 
claim for themselves, as being par excellence the saints. 

(5.) “ Slaves run away from their masters and despise them, 
presuming upon their new dress. 

1 On this question cf. Van Espen, l.c. p. 129. * See above, vol. i p. 77. 
3 In Mansi, t. ii. p. 1121. 
* In their edition of the works of S. Leo, t. iii. p. xxiv. 
5 Printed in Mansi, Coll. Concil. t. ii. p. 1095 ; Hard. Coll. Conetl. t. i. p. 

500 ; Bruns, Bibliotheca Ecclesiastica, seu Canones Apostolorum et Conciliorum, 
1839, P. i. p. 106. 
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(6.) “Women now assume men’s clothes, and think them- 
selves thereby justified ; nay, many shave their heads under 
the pretext of piety. 

(7.) “They fast on Sundays, but eat on the fast-days of 
the Church. 

(8.) “Some forbid all animal food. 
(9.) “ They will not pray in the houses of married people. 
(10.) “They will not take part in sacrifices (Eucharistic 

sacrifices) in the houses of married people. 
(11.) “ They despise married priests, and take no part in 

their worship. 
(12.) “ They despise the services (masses) in honour of the 

martyrs,’ as well as those who join in them. 
(13.) “They maintain that the rich who do not forsake all 

have no hope of being saved. 
“ Besides this, much else that is wrong is taught by them, 

while they are not at unity among themselves, and each one 
adds what comes into hisown mind. The Council accordingly 
condemns them, and declares them shut out from the Church ; 

but in the case of their coming to a better mind and anathe- 
Inatizing their errors, they shall be again received.” 

In this passage the chief contents of the canons of Gangra 
are already given; for they are in substance no more than 
-anathemas of the above-mentioned errors and irregularities of 
the Eustathians.? They run thus :— 

Can. 1. “If any one despises wedlock, abhorring and 
blaming the woman who sleeps with her husband, even if she 
is a believer and devout, as if she could not enter the kingdom 
of God, let him be anathema” (that is, without further judg- 
ment shut out from the Church).’ 

Gratian has twice adopted this canon in his collection, the 
first time according to the Isidorian translation,* the second 
time according to the translation of Dionysius Exiguus.” In 
the latter place he wrongly refers it to the prohibition of the 

1 Through an error in printing, the words xa) ras eurd%us cov paperipws are 
omitted in Mansi, t. ii. p. 1101, which Fuchs, in his Bibliothek der Kirchenvera., 
vol. ii. p. 310, did not observe. 

? These canons are printed in all collections of the Councils, namely, in Mansi, 
t. ii. pp. 1101 sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 584 sqq. ; Bruns, /.c. pp. 107 sqq. 

3 See Kober, Kirchenbann, p. 58. *C. 12, Dist. xxx. 5C. 8, Dist. xxxi. 
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marriage of priests, and as wrongly thinks that it was directed 
against the Manicheans, while in truth Eustathius and his 
exaggerated veneration of the vita monastica gave occasion 
for it. 

CaN. 2. “If any one condemns one who eats meat, though 
he abstains from blood, idolatrous sacrifices, and things 
strangled, and is faithful and devout, as if in so doing he had 

no hope of salvation, let him be anathema.” 
This canon also, like the preceding one, is not directed 

against the Gnostics and Manicheans, but against an unen- 
lightened hyper-asecticism, which certainly approaches the 
Gnostic-Manichean error as to matter being Satanic. We 
further see that, at the time of the Synod of Gangra, the rule of 
the Apostolic Synod with regard to blood and things strangled 
was still in force. With the Greeks, indeed, it continued 

always in force, as their Euchologies still show. Balsamon 
also, the well-known commentator on the canons of the Middle 
Ages, in his commentary on the sixty-third Apostolic Canon, 
expressly blames the Latins because they had ceased to observe 
this command. What the Latin Church, however, thought on 
this subject about the year 400, is shown by S. Augustine in 
his work Contra Faustum,®? where he states that the apostles 
had given this command in order to unite the heathens and 
Jews in the one ark of Noah; but that then, when the barrier 
between Jewish and heathen converts had fallen, this command 

concerning things strangled and blood had lost its meaning, 
and was only observed by few. But still, as late as the 
eighth century, Pope Gregory the Third (731) forbade the 
eating of blood or things strangled under threat of a penance 
of forty days.‘ 

Gratian adopted this canon. 
Can. 3. “If any one teaches a slave, under pretext of piety, 

to despise his master, to forsake his service, or not to serve 
him with good-will and entire respect, let him be anathema.” 

1 This double error of Gratian’s has already been observed and censured by 
the Roman revisers in their notes on c. 8, Dist. xxxi. ; see the Bohemian edition 
of the Corp. Jur. Can. 

2 In Bevereg. Pandecte Canonum, t. i. p. 41. 3 Lib. xxxii. c. 13. 
‘38. Gregory 111. Penitential Canons, c. 29, in Hard. t. iii. p. 1876. 
®C, 18, Dist. xxx. 



SYNOD AT GANGRA. 329 

As appears from this, and from the fifth article of the 
Synodal Letter, which is in accordance with it, many Christian 

slaves assumed the habitus monasticus, and left the service of 

their masters of their own accord to lead an ascetic life. The 
rule of this Synod harmonizes with 1 Tim. vi. 1 and Tit. in 
9,10. In the Corpus Jur. Can. this canon is found twice, 

viz. .in the Isidorian translation,’ and the collection of Bishop 
Martin of Braga.” 

Can. 4. “If any one maintains that, when a married priest 
offers the sacrifice, no one should take part in the service, let 
him be excommunicated.” | 

As is well known, the ancient Church, as now the Greek 

Church, allowed those clergy who were married before their 
ordination to continue to live in matrimony. Compare what 
was said above in the history of the Council of Nica, in con- 
neetion with Paphnutius, concerning the celibacy and marriage 
of priests in the ancient Church.? Accordingly this canon 
speaks of those clergy who have wives and live in wedlock ; and 
Baronius,* Binius,’ and Mitter-Miiller® gave themselves useless 
trouble in trying to interpret it as only protecting those clergy 
who, though married, have since their ordination ceased to 
cohabit with their wives. 

The so-called Codex Ecclesie Romane published by Quesnel, 

which, however, as was shown by the Ballerini, 1s of Gallican 

and not Roman origin,’ has not this canon, and consequently 
it only mentions nineteen canons of Gangra.° 

Can. 5. “If any one teaches that the house of God is to 
be despised, and likewise the services there held, let him be 
anathema.” ° 

Can. 6. “If any one, avoiding the churches, holds private 
meetings, and in contempt of the Church performs that which 
belongs only to her, without the presence of a priest with 
authority from the bishop, let him be anathema.” 

1 C, 87, Causa xvii. Quest. 4. 2. 38. See above, pp. 824, 325, note 1. 
3 Vol. i. p. 485. * Annales, t. iii. ad ann. 361, n. 55. 
5 See Binius’ notes on this passage in Manai, t. ii. p. 1117. 
6 In Moy’s Archive, etc., 1866, book 5. 
7 See their edition of Opp. S. Leonis M., t. iii. pp. 124, 685, 755. 
8 Cf. Yan Espen, lc. p. 131. * In Gratian, c. 10, Dist. xxx. 

10 In Gratian, c. 11, Dist. xxx. 
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Both these canons forbid the existence of conventicles, and 

conventicle services. It already appears from the second 
article of the Synodal Letter of Gangra, that the Eustathians, 
through spiritual pride, separated themselves from the rest of 
the congregation, as being the pure and holy, avoided the 
public worship, and held private services of theirown. The 
ninth, tenth, and eleventh articles of the Synodal Letter give 
us to understand that the Eustathians especially avoided the 
public services when married clergy officiated. We might 
possibly conclude, from the words of the sixth canon: “ 7 
auvovtos Tou mpecButépov Kata yvepny tod émicKorroy,” that 
no priest performed any part in their private services ; but it 
is more probable that the Eustathians, who did not reject the 
priesthood as such, but only abhorred the married clergy, had 
their own unmarried clergy, and that these officiated at their 
separate services. And the above-mentioned words of the 
canon do not the least contradict this supposition, for the very 
addition of the words cata yvopny rod éricKxorov indicate 
that the sectarian priests who performed the services of the 
Eustathians had received no permission to do so from the 
bishop of the place. Thus did the Greek commentators, Bal- 
samon, etc., and likewise Van Espen, interpret this canon.’ 

Can. 7. “If any one appropriates to himself the tithes of 
fruit (oblations) belonging to the Church, or distributes them 
outside the Church, that is, to those who are not ministers of 

the Church, without the consent of the bishop, or without 
being authorized by him, and will not act according to his will, 
let him be anathema.” 

Can. 8. “If any one gives or receives such offerings without 
the consent of the bishop, or one appointed by him for the 
administration of charities, the giver as well as the receiver 
shall be anathematized.” 

Compare on this the fourth article of the Synodal Letter of 
Gangra, the fourth Apostolic, and the twenty-fourth Antiochian 
canon of the year 341, : 

Can. 9. “If any one lives unmarried or in continence, 
avoiding marriage from contempt, and not because of the beauty 
and holiness of virginity, let him be anathema.” 

1 Van Espen, Commentarius, etc., p. 182. 2 Cf. supra, p. 78. 

‘ 
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Can. 10. “If any one of those who for the Lord’s sake 
remain single, in pride exalts himself above those who are 
married, let him be anathema.” 

That virginity without humility has no worth, had already 
been taught by the apostolic Fathers, Clement of Rome,’ and 
Ignatius of Antioch.? Gratian adopted both these canons.’ 

Can. 11. “If any one despises those who in the faith 
solemnize the agape, and for the honour of the Lord invite 
their brethren to it, and will take no part in these invitations 
because he lightly esteems the matter, let him be anathema.” 

The Synodal Letter of Gangra does not mention this point, 
as neither do Socrates and Sozomen, although they point out 
the other errors of the Eustathians* But, as Van Espen 
remarks, by the agape must not here be understood the 
ancient Church ceremony of that name, but such love-feasts 
as were given by wealthy Christians to the poor.’ 

Can. 12. “If any man from supposed asceticism wears the 
perrboleeum (the pallium of philosophers and monks), and as if 
he were thereby made righteous, despises those who in piety 
wear upper garments (A7pous), and make use of other common 
and ordinary clothing, let him be anathema.” 

The Spo: (lacerne) were the common upper garments worn 
by men over the tunic; but the zepsBodata were rough 
mantles worn by philosophers to show their contempt for all 
luxury.® Socrates,’ and the Synodal Letter of Gangra in its 
third article, say that Eustathius of Sebaste wore the philo- 
sopher’s mantle. But this canon in no way absolutely rejects 
@ special dress for monks, for it is not the distinctive dress, 
but the proud and superstitious over-estimation of its worth, 
which the Synod here blames. In Gratian this canon is 
found in c. 15, Dist. xxx. 

Can. 13. “If a woman from pretended asceticism alters 

1 Epist. I. ad Corinth. c. 38. 
3 Hpiat. ad Polyc. c. 5. 3C. iv. 5, Dist. xxx., and c. 9, Dist. xxxi. 

*Socrat. Hist. Heel. ii. 43 ; Sozom. Hist. Ecel. iii. 14. 
® Van Espen, Le. p. 138. In the Corpus Jur. Can. this canon is found as c. 1, 

Dist. xlii. 
* On this compare the article #205 in Suicer's Thesaurus, and Walch’s Anti- 

quitates Pallii Philos. p. 245. 
7 Socrat. ii. 43. ® Cf. Van Espen, /.c. p. 138. 



332 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

her dress, and instead of the customary female dress assumes 
male attire, let her be anathema.” 

The Synodal Letter in its sixth article also speaks of 
this. Exchange of dress, or the adoption by one sex of the 
dress of the other, was forbidden in the Pentateuch (Deut. 
xxii 5), and was therefore most strictly interdicted by the 
whole ancient Church." Such change of attire was formerly 
adopted mainly for theatrical purposes, or from effeminacy, 
wantonness, the furtherance of unchastity, or the like. The 
Eustathians, from quite opposite and hyper-ascetical reasons, 
had recommended women to assume male, that is, probably 
monk’s attire, in order to show that for them, as the holy 

ones, there was no longer any distinction of sex; but the 
Church, also from ascetical reasons, forbade this change of attire, 

especially when joined to superstition and puritanical pride.” 
Can. 14. “If a woman leaves her husband and separates 

herself, from an abhorrence of the marriage state, let her be 
anathema.” 

Compare the first article of the Synodal Letter. It is plain, 
and Van Espen has expressly pointed out, that the question 
here is not of divorce in its real sense (a vinculo), but of a 
separation guoad thorum. Whether this separation from table 
and bed took place with or without the mutual consent of 
both parties is of no importance, for in either case it was the 

' result of a false dogmatic reason, 7.¢. the opinion mentioned in 
the Synodal Letter, that a married person could not be saved. 
Therefore this canon cannot in any way be employed in 
opposition to the practice of the Catholic Church. For though 
the Church allows one of a married couple, with the consent 
of the other, to give up matrimonial intercourse, and to enter 
the clerical order or the cloister, still this is not, as is the 

case with the Eustathians, the result of a false dogmatic 
theory, but takes place with a full recognition of the sanctity 
of marriage, 

1 Tertull. De Spectac. c. 23; Cyprian, Ep. lxi. ad Euchratium ; Ambros. Lib. 
iv. Hpist. xv. ; Chrysost. Opp. t. vii. p. 22. Cf. my treatise on the severity of 
the life and views of the early Christians, 7b. Theol. Quartalechr. 1841, p. 
400, and Contributions to Kirchengesch. etc., 1864, vol. i. p. 30. 

? Gratian adopted this canon in his decrees, C. 6, Dist. xxx. 
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Gratian adopted this canon ! from the Isidorian translation, 
which wrongly says: soluto vinewo conjugal. 

Can. 15. “ If any one forsakes his children, and does not 
educate them, and, as far as he can, train them in fitting habits 

of piety, but neglects them under the pretext of asceticism, 
let him be anathema.” ? 

Can. 16. “If children, especially those of Christian parents, 
forsake them, under the pretext of piety, and do not show 

them due honour, on the plea of esteeming piety as the higher 
duty, let them be anathema.”? 

It appears from the translation given, that the words mpors- 
peoperns Snrovore wrap’ avtois ris OeooeBelas—* thus plainly 
esteeming piety the higher duty ”—are spoken in the sense of 
the Eustathians, and contain the pretext with which they 
defended their wrong behaviour towards their parents, as did 
the Pharisees of whom Christ says: “ But ye say, Whosoever 
shall say to his father or his mother, It is a gift, by what- 

soever thou mightest be profited by me, and honour not his 
father or his mother, he shall be free. Thus have ye made 
the commandment of God of none effect by your traditions ” 
(Matt. xv. 5, 6).° 

Can. 17. “ If a woman from pretended asceticism cuts off her 
hair given her by God to remind her of her subjection, thus 
renouncing the command of subjection, let her be anathema.” 

The Apostle Paul, in the first Epistle to the Corinthians, 
xi 10, represents the long hair of women, which is given 
them as a natural veil, as a token of their subjection to man. 
We learn from the Synod of Gangra, that as many Eustathian 
women renounced this subjection, and left their husbands, 
so, as this canon says, they also did away with their long 
hair, which was the outward token of this subjection. An 
old proverb says: duo st faciunt idem, non est idem. In the 
Catholic Church also, when women and girls enter the cloister, 
they have their hair cut off, but from quite other reasons than 
those of the Eustathian women. The former give up their 
hair, because it has gradually become the custom to consider 
the long hair of women as a special beauty, as their greatest 

1C, 8, Dist. xxx. *In Gratian, C. 14, Dist. xxx. 
® In Gratian, C. 1, Dist. xxx. 
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ornament; but the Eustathians, like the ancient Church in 

general, regarded long hair as the token of subjection to the 
husband, and, because they renounced marriage and forsook 
their husbands, they cut it off. On this compare Van 
Espen,’ and the sixth article of the Synodal Letter of Gangra. 
Gratian has adopted this passage also, after Isidore’s in- 
accurate translation.’ 

Can. 18. “If any one from pretended asceticism fasts on 
Sunday, let him be anathema.” 

Compare the seventh article of the Synodal Letter, and in 
Gratian, c. 7, Dist. xxx. 

Can. 19. “If an ascetic, as possessing perfect understand- 
ing, and without bodily necessity, out of pride does not keep 
the fasts universally commanded, and observed by the whole 
Church, let him be anathema.” 

The words, aroxupodytos €y avT@ Tedelov AoytopOoD, pre- 
sent a certain amount of difficulty. I translated: “ possess- 
ing full understanding,” and supposed the words in question 
spoken in the spirit of the Eustathians. Van Espen also 
understands them thus, as he translates, perfectd in co residente 
ratione, and remarks that this refers to the pride of the Eusta- 
thians, who laid claim to a better understanding of Christianity 
than any others? The Greek commentator Zonaras also agrees 
with this“ But Hardouin and Mansi interpret the passage 
differently, and translate: si deliberato consilio hae jejunia 
improbet, ve. “if the Eustathian deliberately rejects the Church 
fasts.” 

In Gratian this canon occurs in c. 8, Dist. xxx., again mis- 

translated, but differing from Isidore and Dionysius Exiguus. 
Can. 20. “If any one out of pride and scorn censyres the 

ovvates of the martyrs or the services there held, and the 
commemoration of the martyrs, let him be anathema.” 

Van Espen is of opinion that the Eustathians had generally 
rejected the common service as only fit for the less perfect, 
and that the martyr chapels are only mentioned here, because 
in old times service was usually held there.’ According to 

1 Commentarius, l.c. p. 135. *C. 2, Dist. xxx. 

® Commeniarius, l.c. p. 136. 4 Bevereg. Pandect., t. i. p. 425. 
5 Commentariua, l.c. p. 186. 
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this view, no especial weight need be attached to the expression 
paptupwv. But this canon plainly speaks of a disrespect 
shown by the Eustathians to the martyrs. Compare the © 
twelfth article of the Synodal Letter. Fuchs thought that, 
as the Eusgtathians resembled the Aerians, who rejected the 
service for the dead, the same views might probably be 
ascribed to the Eustathians.' But, in the first place, the 
Aerians are to be regarded rather as opposed than related in 
opinion to the Eustathians, being lax in contrast to these 
ultra-rigorists. Besides which, Epiphanius only says that 
they rejected prayer for the salvation of the souls of the 
departed, but not that they did not honour the martyrs ;’ and 
there is surely a great difference between a feast in honour of 
a saint, and a requiem for the good of a departed soul. Why, 
however, the Eustathians rejected the veneration of martyrs is 
nowhere stated; perhaps because they considered themselves 
as saints xar’ éEoynv, exalted above the martyrs, who were for 
the most part only ordinary Christians, and many of whom 
had lived in marriage, while according to Eustathian views no 
married person could be saved, or consequently could be an 
object of veneration. 

Lastly, it must be observed that the first meaning of 
ovvatis is an assembly for divine service, or the service itself ; 

but here it seems to be taken to mean cuvayaryy, the place of 
worship, so that the cuvdfes tay paptvpev seems to be 
identical with martyria, and different from the devroupyias 
held in them, of which the latter words of the canon speak. 

To these twenty canons the Synod of Gangra added an 
epilogue, which is often cited in the old manuscripts as the 
twenty-first canon, and the object of which was to prevent 
any misinterpretations of the decrees. It runs thus: 

“We write (order) this, not in order to shut out those who 
in the Church of God, and in accordance with the Holy 
Scriptures, desire to lead ascetic lives, but those who make 

asceticism a pretext for pride, exalt themselves above those 
who lead simpler lives, and introduce innovations contrary to 
the Holy Scriptures and the canons of the Church. We, too, 

1 Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers., vol. ii. p. 318. 
? Epiph. Her. 75, 3. 
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admire the virginity which is accompanied with humility, and 
approve continence when joined to dignity and virtue. We 
approve the renunciation of worldly affairs, if done with 
humility, and honour married intercourse as seemly, nor do we 
despise riches if united with righteousness and benevolence. 
We praise that simplicity and uncostliness of dress, which 
without ornament only serves for the needs of the body, 
and do not approve the effeminate and lyxurtous advance in 
dress. We also honour the house of God, and the assemblies 

held therein; but we do not confine holiness to these houses 

alone, but honour every place which 1s built in the name of 
God (therefore also the martyria). We approve the common 
service in the Church of God for the good of the community, 
and value the immense charities of the brethren, which, in 

accordance with traditional order, are bestowed upon the poor 
through the Church; and, to sum up all, we wish that every- 
thing handed down in the Holy Scriptures and the Apostolic 
Traditions (that is, rules and usages) delivered to us (wap- 
S08évra—mrapadocéwv) should be observed in the Church” 
Gratian divided this Epilogue into two canons." 

As we have seen, the Synod of Gangra was occasioned by 
the proud hyper-asceticism of Eustathius and his followers. 
Socrates and Sozomen both maintain that this Eustathius 
was no other than the well-known Bishop of Sebaste bearing 
the same name, with whom we became acquainted among 
the heads of the Semi-Arians.? They also describe him as a 
strictly ascetic man, who introduced monasticism into Asia 
Minor and Armenia, gave rules for a strict life, as to dress 

and food, but who fell into foolish practices contrary to the 
laws of the Church. They then go on to ascribe to him in 
detail the very same ultra-rigorist and hyper-ascetic views 
which were censured by the Synod of Gangra, and their 
testimony has the more weight as both of them were only 
two generations younger than Eustathius, and he was one of 
those renowned personages who are spoken of long after their 
death. 
This distinct statement of Socrates and Sozomen is further 

1C. 16, Dist. xxx., and c. 5, Dist. xli. 
* Socrat. Hist. Eccl. ii. 43; Sozom. iii. 14; cf. supra, pp. 226, 278. 
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confirmed by Basil the Great, who also ascribes to Eustathius 
of Sebaste a tendency to monasticism, and subsequently 
quarrelled with him, his former friend, on account of several 

irregularities" To this must be added that Eustathius was 
bishop of Sebaste in Armenia, and that it was precisely to 
the bishops of Armenia that the Synod of Gangra directed 
its Synodal Letter. Under such circumstances, the statement 
of Baronius,? Du Pin, and others (supported by no single 
ancient testimony), that another Eustathius, or possibly the 
monk Eutactus,* is here meant, deserves no serious considera- 

tion, though Tillemont did not express himself otherwise than 
in favour of it.’ 

It may be further questioned whether. the errors and 
irregularities which the Council of Gangra rejected, should be 
attributed to Eustathius of Sebaste himself, or rather to his 

pupils, and the latter opinion found many supporters in the 
time of Sozomen.© Among later writers, the Benedictines 
especially pronounced in favour of it.’ But the Synod of 
Gangra in its Synodal Letter not only speaks of the followers 
of Eustathius (ray car’ Evord6vov), but especially of Eustathius 
himself (i avrod).* 

In accordance with the decisions of Gangra, Eustathius 1s 
said to have laid aside his peculiarities, and again dressed 
himself like other ecclesiastics (not as a monk); but Sozomen 
describes this as a mere unwarranted report. 

It now remains to decide the date of the Synod of Gangra. 
Socrates places it after the Synod of Constantinople of 360 ;° 
but Sozomen, though certainly in a very vague and loose 
manner, places it before the Antiochian Synod of 341.° The 

1 Basilii M. Epist. 228, n. 3; 226, 251. 
2 Baronii Annal. t. iii. ad ann. 361, n. 53. 
3 Nouvelle Bibliothéque, etc., t. ii. p. 339, ed. Paris 1698. 
4 This heretic is mentioned by Epiphan. Her, 40, i. 
5 Mémoires, etc., t. ix. p. 296, note 28, sur S. Basile. This question is 

further discussed in the Vita S. Basilii, which the Benedictines published before 
the third volume of their edition of the works of 8. Basil, c. v. n. 4 sqq., and 
in Walch, Ketzerhistorie, vol. iii. pp. 542 sqq. 

® Sozom. iii. 14, p. 520, ed. Mog. 7 In their Vita 8. Basilii. 
* See above, p. 326. ® Socrat. ii. 43. 

10 Sozom., iv. 24. Cf. the notes of Valesius on Socrat. ii. 43, and on Sozom. 
iv. 24. 

II. Y 
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fact that in many old collections of canons, especially that of 
Dionysius, the canons of Gangra precede those of Antioch, agrees 
with this latter view, and not a few scholars have therefore 

placed the Synod of Gangra between those of Nicewa and 
Antioch, #.e. between 325 and 341 ;? besides which, the Synod 
of Gangra mentions Eustathius without the title of bishop, 
‘which probably it would not have omitted if he had already 
at that time been raised to the episcopate. 

Remi Ceillier has suggested another hypothesis as to the 
date of the Synod of Gangra, ze. that, as in the letters in 
which S. Basil the Great complains of Eustathius (Zp. 226, 
257) he never in any way mentions that the Synod had also 
declared against him, therefore it is more likely that it was held 
after those letters were written, in 376.2 Moreover, S. Basil’s 
youngest brother, 8S. Peter, became bishop of Sebaste in 380. 
This would agree perfectly with the opinion that Eustathius 
was deposed from the See of Sebaste by the Synod of Gangra 
shortly before the year 380, and Peter appointed as his 
successor.” 

. Lastly, the Ballerini are of opinion that this Synod took 

place between 362 and 370 a.D. and for this reason, that 
Bishop Eusebius, who is first named in the heading of the 
Synodal Letter, and was plainly the president of the Synod, was 
probably no other than the Archbishop Eusebius of Cesarea in 
Cappadocia, the predecessor of S. Basil, to whom, in accordance 
with the prerogative of his See, the primacy over the provinces 
of Pontus, Paphlagonia, and Armenia belonged.* This period 

1 For instance, Blondel and Tillemont ; cf. Tillemont, Le. p. 295, note 27, 

sur S. Basile. Baronius also places it in the lifetime of Constantius the Great 
and Bishop Hosius of Corduba, Annal t. iii. ad ann. 389, n. 45. Concerning 

the supposed presence of Hosius at the Synod of Gangra, see above, p. 325. 
* Remi Ceillier, Histoire Générale des Auteurs Sacrés, t. iv. p. 735. This 

argument was first discovered by Valesius in his notes on Socrat. ii. 438. Not- 
withstanding which, he has most inconsistently declared Sozomen right regarding 
the date of this Synod. 

3 That Peter was not appointed bishop before 380 is admirably shown by Tille- 
mont (i.c. p. 343, note sur S. Grégoire de Nysse), and it is equally certain that 
he was present as bishop at the second General Council in 381. But that he was 
the immediate successor of Eustathius is a mere conjecture, and is stated by none 
of the ancient Fathers. 

‘ In their edition of the works of 8. Leo 1. t. iii. p. xxiv. 
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between 362 and 370 would also agree with the statement of 
Socrates, that the Synod of Gangra came later than that of 
Constantinople in 360; and the Jzbellus Synodicus also, in 
stating that Dius was the president of the Synod of Gangra, 
probably indicates this Eusebius." But this hypothesis also 
is based upon the unproved assumption that the Eusebius of 
the Synodal Letter was the Archbishop Eusebius of Cvesarea ; . 
and after all has been said, we can arrive at no certain con- — 

clusion as to the date of the Synod of Gangra. 

1 Cf. above, p. 326. 



BOOK VII. 

THE SECOND GENERAL COUNCIL AT CONSTANTINOPLE IN 881. 

SEC. 95. Convocation and Opening of the Council ; its 
Members and Presidents. 

INCE the death of the ‘Emperor Constantius, Arianism in 
the West had more and more declined; but in the 

Eastern Empire, especially under the Emperor Valens, it had 
constantly increased in strength, and at the same time in in- 
tolerance. The capital, Constantinople, formed a true picture 
of the state of the Eastern Church. Here the Episcopal See 
had been for forty years in the hands of the Arians, and this 
sect was so powerful and predominant that the Catholics no 
longer possessed a single one of the many churches in the city. 
Their attempt, in 370, again to choose another bishop for 
themselves failed, for the Emperor Valens drove away their 
nominee, Evagrius (in 370), by force of arms. Thus the 
number of the orthodox in the capital, being without bishop, 
churches, or services, almost daily became smaller. At the 
death of the Emperor Valens in 378, the East also came 
under the rule of Gratian, whose edict, of toleration,.in 3795 
rendered it possible again to give the Catholics of Con- 
stantinople a representative of their own (not a bishop, but a 
diocesan administrator) in the person of one of the greatest 
Fathers of the Church of that time, 8S. Gregory of Nazianzus. _ 
In order to be able to hold divine service for the Catholics of 
the city who had remained faithful, Gregory converted the 
house of one of his relatives into a church, to which he gave 

' the significant name of Anastasia, for it was in truth a resur- 
rection of the orthodox community of Constantinople, and the 

340 
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poor chapel grew afterwards into the famous church of the 
Resurrection. But the more that Gregory, by his splendid 
sermons and his great activity, established and spread the 
Nicene faith, so much the mage did he become the object of 
the hatred of the heretics, who not only overwhelmed him 
with scorn and abuse, chiefly on account of his poverty, and 
what they considered the rusticity of his manners, but made 
repeated attempts on his life, and once even broke by force 
into the chapel of the Resurrection at midnight when he 
was holding service. The altar was desecrated, the sacred 
wine mingled with blood, and all kinds of barbarities com- 
mitted. Gregory’s false friend, Maximus, occasioned him no 

less sorrow. He was by birth an Alexandrian, and professed 
to have been a confessor in a time of persecution; he arrived 
in Constantinople almost at the same time as Gregory, and 
there played the part of an ascetic, and (cynic) philosopher. 
As he also pretended to great zeal for the Nicene faith, 
Gregory received him into his house and at his table, reposing 
in him such unbounded confidence that he even pronounced a 
public panegyric upon him. But after a short time he dis- 
covered him to be an intriguer, a hypocrite, and a liar, who, 
with the help of a party in Constantinople, and of Peter, 
patriarch of Alexandria, strove to make himself bishop of 
Constantinople, and did m fact contrive to be secretly con- 
secrated to that office. He was indeed obliged by the people 
to leave the city ; but Gregory, who was deeply grieved and 
shaken in health by these events, was anxious to resign his | 
office, and only the constant entreaties of his flock, and more 
especially the exclamation of a citizen,—*“ With yourself you 
banish also the Trinity (the orthodox faith concerning the 
Trinity) from Constantinople,’—induced him to promise to 
remain until another bishop should be appointed.’ 

About the same time that Gregory was summoned to Con- 
stantinople, the Emperor Gratian conferred upon his former 
general, Theodosius, the dignity of joint Emperor, with the 
government of the East. From his own inner conviction, as 
well as from political reasons, Theodosius made it one of his 

1 Cf. my treatise on Gregory of Nazianzus in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer 
and Welte, vol. iv. pp. 736 sqq. 
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chief duties to secure the religious unity of the kingdom upon 
the basis of the Nicene faith, and immediately upon his acces- 
sion required of all his subjects the confession of the orthodox | 
faith. When in the autumn of 380 he came to Constanti- 
nople, the Arians of that city were obliged to restore to the 
orthodox all the churches and the whole of the Church 
property; and their former Bishop Demophilus, whom, as 
bishop of Bercea in Thrace, we have before repeatedly seen 
among the Arian leaders,’ was obliged to leave the place, 
because, disregarding the Imperial command, he would not 
consent to the Nicene Creed.” 

In order to arrange the affairs of the Church once more in 
the capital, and above all to secure the triumph of the Nicene 
faith in the East also over Arianism, together with its Pneu- 
matomachian offshoot,? Theodosius summoned a large Synod to 
meet at Constantinople, which assembled in May 381, under 
the Consuls Eucharius and Evagrius,* and subsequently ranked 
as the second (Ecumenical Council. Theodoret remarks that 
Theodosius only summoned the bishops belonging to his 
division of the Empire ;* and this is indeed confirmed by the 
fact that only Orientals were present. Hence it is probable 
that Pope Damasus, as belonging to Gratian’s division of the 
Empire, was never invited to the Synod,—as he was neither 
present in person nor represented,’—and that Theodosius 
only intended to have a General Council for the East, and not 

1 Cf. above, p. 271. 
* Socrat. Hist. Eccl. lib. v. 7; Sozom. Hist. Eccl. lib. vii. 5. 
3 Socrat. v. 8 ; Gregor. Naz. Carmen de Vita, vers. 1509 sqq., t. ii. pp. 758 sq., 

ed. Paris 1842. The Latin metrical version of this poem (by Billius) gives, in 
v. 1518, the principal reason for the calling of this Synod in the words : firmet 
ut thronum mihi, i.e. to establish Gregory in the See of Constantinople. But 
the Greek text has: ws watevris sdot8% Aéyor= “‘ ut stabiliant pietatis doctrinam.”' 

* Socrat. v. 8. The Imperial letter of convocation is no longer extant. 
5 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. v. 6. 
* The Latin signature of Agrius Immontinensis of Spain does indeed appear 

among the names of those present; but Hardouin, in his marginal note (Collectio 
Concil. t. i. p. 818), has remarked upon the spuriousness of this reading. 

7 In the oldest Latin translations of the canons of this Synod among the 
signatures there indeed appear the names of three Roman legates, Paschasinus, 
Lucentius, and Boniface (Mansi, Collect. Concil. t. vi. p. 1176); but this is a 
mistake, for these legates were only present seventy years later at the fourth 
General Council. 
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an (cumenical Council. Baronius and others have tried to 
prove that Pope Damasus really summoned this Synod, since its 
members had themselves said: “they had assembled in Con- 
stantinople in accordance with a letter from Damasus to the 
Emperor Theodosius the Great.” We do indeed find this in 
a Synodal Letter in Theodoret,’ which, however, does not 
emanate from this, but from a second Constantinopolitan 
Synod of 382,as have been already observed,” and as we shall 

see further on. SBaronius refers also to a statement of the 
sixth General Council, that “when Macedonius spread the 
heresy concerning the Holy Ghost, Theodosius and (Pope) 
Damasus at once withstood him, and Gregory of Nazianzus, 
and Nectarius his successor, then assembled a Synod in this 
royal city.”* This passage is, however, too vague and uncertain 
to permit the conclusion that this Synod was organized by 
Pope Damasus; nay, the words, “Gregory and Nectarius 
assembled a Synod,” contain an historical error, as the Synod 
was called neither by the one nor the other, certainly not by 
both together. It is only true that both presided at Constanti- 
nople, and even this not from the beginning; and possibly 
the sixth General Council means no more than this. 

As at first there seemed hope that the Macedonians or 
Pneumatomachians might be again won over to the Church, 
the Emperor invited their bishops also to the Synod, and 
thirty-six appeared, the greater number from the countries on 
the Hellespont. Of these the most famous were Eleusius of 
Cyzicus, often before mentioned, and Marcianus of Lampsacus. 
One hundred and fifty bishops of the orthodox side were 
present, those from Egypt and Macedonia arriving somewhat 
later than the rest. Of these the most famous were Bishop 

1 Theodoret, U.c. v. 9. . ? See vol. i. pp. 9 sq. 
3 Baronius, Anrales Eccl. ad ann. 381, n. 19, 20; cf. Hardouin, t. iii. p. 1419. 
4 Gregor. Nazianz. Carmen de Vita, v. 1509, p. 753, and vv. 1798 sqq. p. 769, 

in the second volume of the Parisian edition of 1842. In the latter place (vv. 
1798 sqq.) Gregory expressly says, that when, after the death of Meletius of 
Antioch, divisions arose among the members of the Synod (see below, p. 346), 
the Egyptians and Macedonians were quickly summoned to make peace. This 
alone disposes of various conjectures which were raised as to the later arrival 
of the Egyptians. Cf. Baronius, ad ann. 381, n. 19, 58 ; Papebroch, in note 43, 
sur Grégoire Naz. Moreover, it is very possible that the Egyptians and Mucc- 
donians were invited to the Synod as early as the other bishops, but that, as they 
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Meletius of Antioch, who had arrived at Constantinople some 
time before to appoint 8. Gregory of Nazianzus bishop of that 
city, Timotheus of Alexandria, Cyril of Jerusalem, his nephew 
Gelasius of Ceesarea in Palestine, Ascholius of Thessalonica, 

whom the Emperor Theodosius had shortly before baptized 
when he was ill,! Helladius of Cesarea, the successor of S. 
Basil the Great, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, S. 
Basil’s youngest brother, S. Peter of Sebaste, Amphilochius of 
Iconium, Optimus of Antioch in Pisidia, Diodorus of Tarsus 
in Cilicia, S. Pelagius of Laodicea, S. Eulogius of Edessa, 
Acacius of Bercea in Syria, Isidore of Cyrus in Syria, and others.* 

Meletius of Antioch at first presided, and after his death 
Gregory_of Nazianzus,*® and after he had resigned, his successor 
Nectarius, Patriarch of Constantinople* Sozomen® differs 

' from this, in stating that Timotheus of Alexandria held the 
presidency with Meletius and Cyril of Jerusalem ; and this 
would have been correct, as the Patriarch of Alexandria ranked 

before the Patriarch of Antioch. But Timotheus was not pre- 
sent at the commencement of the Synod, and therefore the right 
of Meletius to rank first was undisputed.® If, however, even 
after the arrival of the Patriarch of Alexandria, he did not pre- 
side, but the Bishop of Constantinople, this took place by the 

did not immediately appear, after the death of Meletius they were summoned 
again. 

1 Socrat. v. 6. 
* Theodor. Hist. Eccl. lib. v. 8; Socrat. v. 8; Sozom. vii. 7. A list of the 

bishops present at Constantinople is given us by Dionysius Exiguus, and in the 
Prisca, a still older Latin collection of canons. The latter contains 147 names, 

and is printed in Hard. t. i. p. 814, in Mansi, t. iii. p. 568, and in the Ballerini 
edition of the works of 8. Leo, t. iii. p. 556. Among other names, that of 8’s., 

Peter of Sebaste, the brother of S. Basil, is missing, while Theodoret expressly 
mentions him. But it contains the signatures of Meletius of Antioch and Necta- 
rius of Constantinople, who, however, were not bishops at the same time, as the 
latter was only chosen some time after the death of the former. Concerning the 
lists of signatures, cf. Tillemont, Mem. t. ix. p. 882, n. 42, sur St. Grégoire Naz. 

* Gregor. Naz. Carmen de Vita, vv. 1514 #qq., Lc. p. 755 ; Gregor. Nyas. De 
Melet. pp. 587, 589. 

* Cf. the above-mentioned list of bishops present, in Mansi, t. iii. p. 568, and 
Hard. t. i. p. 813, where Nectarius appears as president. Hergenrdther (Photius, 
vol. i. p. 86, note 69) doubts his presiding. § Sozom. vii. 7. 

¢ Elias, Vicur of Jerusalem, was therefore certainly wrong in maintaining, at 
the sixth session of the eighth @icumenical Council, that Timothy of Alexandria 
presided from the first. Cf. Mansi, t. xvi. p. 85; Hard. t. v. p. 827. 
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decision of the Synod itself, as in its third canon it ranked the 
Bishop of new Rome immediately after the Bishop of old Rome.’ 

The Emperor was present at the opening of the Synod, and 
loaded Meletius with especial honours. While still a general of 
Gratian’s, he had dreamed that Meletiusof Antioch presented him 
with the Imperial throne and mantle? and not long afterwards 
he really became Emperor. Now, when the bishops assembled 
for the Synod visited the Emperor, he gave express orders that 
Meletius should not be presented to him, as he wished to see 
whether he should recognise the man whom he had seen in his 
dream. He knew him at once, and approaching him with great 
reverence, he kissed his eyes, his breast, his head, and his hands, 

and related to’ him the wonderful vision. :He also treated the 

other bishops with all respect, and prayed them to give their 
fatherly consideration to the subjects brought before them.’ 

Sec. 96. First Act of the Council. 

The first necessary act was to provide a bishop for the 
Church of Constantinople. The ordination of the Cynic 
Maximus * was therefore investigated, and as it proved to be 
uncanonical and irregular, the Council declared that Maximus 
had never been a bishop, and that consequently all y all the ordi- 
nations performed by him were invalid. This was also ex- 
pressly declared in the fourth canon. They, however, did not 
deem it necessary or fitting to pronounce any sentence against 
the deceased patriarch, Peter of Alexandria, who had appointed 
Maximus. a azianzus was forthwith besieged by 
the Emperor and many bishops of the Council with earnest 
entreaties that he would now accept the See of Constantinople ; 
but it was only after long hesitation and many refusals, and ° 

1 Van Espen (Commentarius in Canones, etc., p. 181, ed. Colon. 1755), differ- 
ing from all others, maintains that Meletius only presided at the earlier Synod 
which had to fill the See of Constantinople ; but that the General Council only 
began with the arrival of the Egyptians, and that then Timotheus of Alexandria 
presided, but Nectarius only at the later Synod of 382. 

2 Theodoret, /.c. v. 6. 3 Theodoret, Uc. v. 7. 4 See above, p. 341. 
® It was not Timotheus of Alexandria, as Theodoret (v. 8) wrongly states, but 

his predecesgor, Peter, who had raised Maximus to the See of Constantinople. 
Cf. the notes of Valesius on Theodoret, v. 8. 
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in the view of being able, as bishop of the capital, the more 
easily to do away with the Meletian schism and the conse- 
quent breach between the East and the West,—always one 
of his greatest desires,|—that he was persuaded to yield. 
Gregory was now solemnly installed in the See of Constanti- 
nople by Meletius and the other members of the Synod, as it 
was thought expedient for the greater benefit of the Church 
to make an exception to the rule that no bishop (Gregory had 
been Bishop of Sasime) should be transferred to another See.” 

Soon afterwards S. Meletius died, shortly after the beginning 
of the Synod, and exceptional honours were showered upon 
him even in his death ; for instance, Gregory of Nyssa, in his 

funeral_orgtion (of which many were held), spoke of him as a 
saint? It had already been agreed during the lifetime of 
Meletius, that when either of the two orthodox Bishops of 
Antioch, Meletius or Paul, died, no new bishop should be 
elected in his place, but the survivor should be universally 
acknowledged. Notwithstanding this, some members of the 
Council demanded that a successor to Meletius should be elected, 

while Gregory of Nazianzus, who was now president, did all in 
his power to procure the carrying out of the agreement.* The 
younger bishops of the Synod, however, violently opposed him, 
being of opinion that the recognition of Paul would be too 
great a concession to the Latins; they succeeded in carrying 
away with them older bishops also, and thus it came to pass 
that Flayian, hitherto a priest, was chosen as the successor of 
Meletius by the bishops of the dioceses (= patriarchates) of 
Antioch and Asia, and was confirmed by the Synod, whereby 
the Meletian-schism was perpetuated.’ 

This grieved Gregory so much that he would no longer be 

1 Cf. my treatise concerning the Meletian Schism in the Kirchenlezicon of Wetzer 
and Welte, vol. vii. pp. 42 sqq. ; and Gregor. Naz. Carmen de Vita Sud, v. 
15385, p. 755, ed. Par. 1842. The Easterns thought Meletius, the Latins the 
Eustathian Paul, the rightful bishop of Antioch. 

* Cf. canon 15 of Niceea, and Theodoret, lc. v. 8; Gregor. Naz. Carmen de 
Vita Sud, v. 1525 ; Gregor. Nyss. De Melet. p. 592. 

3 Gregor. Nyss. De Melet. l.c.; Theodoret, Lc. v. 8. 

4 Gregor. Naz. Carmen de Vita Sud, v. 1572 sqq., pp. 757 sq. 
* Cf. the Letter of the Synod of 382, in Theodoret, ic. v. 9, p. 211, ed. Mog., 

and Gregor. Naz, Carmen de Vita Sud, pp. 763 sqq. 
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present at the meetings of the Council, and quitted the epis- 
copal residence, and made his intention of resigning more and 
more plain every day. Many of the most influential men 
prayed and conjured him to remain; but as about the same 
time the Egyptian bishops, who had then just arrived, declared 
themselves, professedly on canonical grounds, dissatisfied with 
the promotion of Gregory to the See of Constantinople,’ he 
one day appeared before the Synod, and announced his resig- 
nation of the See, as for the sake of peace he would gladly, 
like Jonas, be cast out. The majority of the Synod accepted 
his resignation, many of the bishops even gladly,?— the 
Emperor, on the contrary, most unwillingly; and on the pro- 
posal of the bishops, Nectarius,*® formerly praetor of Constanti- 
nople, a very worthy and illustrious man, who, however, had 
never been baptized, was now raised by the Emperor, with 
the consent of the people, to the See of Constantinople.* / 

According to Socrates, the negotiations with the Mace- 
donians had begun earlier than this, before the election of 
Nectarius, and the Emperor did all in his power to win them 
over to the unity of the Church. He reminded them that 
they themselves had before, in 366, of their own accord offered to 

1 According to Theodoret, v. 8, the Egyptian party had even entirely separated 
from communion with Gregory. . The list of the bishops’ signatures indeed only 
mentions two Egyptian bishops, Timotheus of Alexandria and Dorotheus ,of 
Oryrynchus ; but in the first place, that list is not complete ; and secondly, even 
these few Egyptian bishops may have found adherents among the other members 
of the Synod. [The Egyptian bishops based their objection on the sixteenth Nicene 
canon against the removal of any cleric from one See to another (supr. vol. i. p. 
423), and accused Gregory of having held successively the three Sees of Sasime, 
Nazianzus, and Constantinople; the fact being that he had passed from 
Nazianzus, the place of his original ordination, to Constantinople. Their real 
ground of offence was apparently the recognition of Gregory, before their arrival, 
in preference to Maximus, who was their countryman. | 

* They were probably displeased with him on account of his zeal in the 
Antiochian matter, where he blamed them. 

® Concerning Nectarius, cf. Assemani, Biblioth. Jur. Orient. t. iii. p. 14; 
‘Hergenrother, Photius, vol. i. pp. 36 sqq. 

* Theodoret, v. 8 ; Socrat. v. 8 ; Sozom. vii. 7,8 ; Gregor. Naz. Carmen de Vita, 
pp. 771 sqq., where are contained many severe judgments of Gregory's on this 
Synod. The very full and also magnificent farewell speech which Gregory ad- 
dressed to the Synod is to be found as Orat. XLII. (formerly XXX/JJ.) in the 
first volume of Opp. S. Gregorii, ed. Bened., Paris 1778, pp. 748 sqq. ; also in 
Manai, t. iii. pp. 582 sqq. 

* Socrat. v. 8. 
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unite their faith with that of the Western Church, and there- 

fore had sent Eustathius of Sebaste and other deputies to 
Rome, that they had also accepted the Homoiisian confession 
of faith, and thereupon entered into communion with Pope 
Liberius and the Sicilian bishops." He preached, however, to 
deaf ears ; for, as Socrates expresses it, the Macedonians “ pre- 

ferred to acknowledge the Arian rather than to agree to the 
Homoiisian doctrine.” Socrates forgets to mention that with 
the Macedonians it was not now a question merely of the 
opoovatos of the Son, but also of the opoovows of the Holy 
Ghost.’ 

Sec. 97. The Tome and the Creed. 

Socrates further relates that the Macedonian bishops had 
then left Constantinople, and everywhere addressed letters to 
their adherents, warning them against the acceptance of the 
Nicene faith; but that the one hundred and fifty orthodox 
bishops who remained at Constantinople had confirmed the 
Nicene faith. Sozomen and Theodoret express themselves as 
briefly. The Synod of Constantinople of the following year, 
382, however, relates that the Council had put forth a Tome 

of its own, «.e. a special and particular treatise on the orthodox 
doctrine of the Trinity, and it may be conjectured that the 
Constantinopolitan-Creed, which is still received,* was rio more 
than a part of this Tome, its quintessence, as also that the 
present first canon containing the anathema against heretics 
belonged to the Tome.’ From the following statement of the 
fourth General Council at Chalcedon, in an address to the 

Emperor,—“ the bishops who at Constantinople detected the 
taint of Apollinarianism, communicated to the Westerns their 
decision in the matter,’——Tillemont, not without reason, con- 
cludes that this Tome also treated of the heresy of Apollinaris, 
and (at least in one copy) was addressed to the Latin bishops.® 

1 Cf. above, p. 285. * Socrat. v. 8. 
3 Sozomen, vii. 7, 9 ; Theodoret, v. 8. 
[i.e The so-called Nicene Creed, in its present form, with the additional 

clauses. ] 
6 Tillemont, Mémoires, etc., t. ix. p. 221, art. 78, in the treatise §. Grégoire de 

Naz.; Remi Ceillier, Histoire dea Auteurs Sacrés, t. v. p. 646. 
6 Hard. Le. t. ii. p. 647 ; Mansi, t. vii. p. 463. 
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Nicephorus Callisti maintains that Gregory of Nyssa was the . 
author of the creed of this Council ;) but Marcus Eugenicus, 

at the Council of Florence in 1439, maintained that it was’ 

the work of Gregory of Nazianzus.? Both statements are, 
however, so uncertain, and so little to be relied upon, that 

Tillemont, as it seems to me rightly, thought himself justified 
in propounding quite another hypothesis. He starts from the 
fact that Epiphanius, in his Ancoratus, adopted a similar 
creed, remarking that it was everywhere in use, and must be 
learned by heart by all catechumens.® But his Ancoratus had 
already been written as early as 374, as is expressly stated 
in several passages ;* consequently the creed in question must 
have been in use in the Church at least ten years before the 
second General Council, and it is probable that this Council 

_ did not actually draw up a new creed, but only copied, and in 
some places altered, one already in use, shortening it, as a 
comparison of the text in Epiphanius with the actual creed of 
this Synod proves.’ It runs thus: 

TIiorevopev cis Eva Ocov warépa qmavtoxpdtopa, mounriy 
ovpavod Kal yis, opatay Te mdvtwyv Kal dopdtwv. Kat eis &va 
xuptov’ Incoby Xpicrov Tov viv tov Geod Tov povoryevh, Tov éx TOD 
Tatpos yevvnOevra mpd Tavrwy Tay aiaveorv, Pas éx hwros, Oeov 
GAnOswov éx Oeod adnOuod, yevyvnOévta, ov troinBévta, opoovcrov 
Tw Tratpl, 5: ov ta wavra éyéveto Tov bu nuas Tods avOpwirous 
cat Sia Thy hpetépay owrnpiay KatedOovra éx THY oipavan, Kal 

1 Niceph. Callisti, Hist. Eccl. lib. xii. c. 13. 
* Concil. Florent. Sess. xxiii., in Hardouin, t. ix. p. 294. 
3 Epiph. Ancorat. c. 121. 
4C. 12, Epiph. Opp. t. ii. ; Ancorat. c. 60 and 121, and the notes of Petavius 

on c. 60, p. 872 of the Animadversiones, t. ii., Opp. 8. Epiph. ed. Col. 1682. 
5 Tillemont, Mémoires, t. ix. p. 222, art. 78, in the treatise 8S. Grégoire 

Naz. Remi Ceillier, who (l.c. p. 646) accepted this hypothesis, has, by a defect 
of memory, destroyed the whole argument—viz. by the statement that Epi- 
phanius had died before the holding of the second General Council. We may 
add, however, that the similarity between the text of Epiphanius and that of the 
Synod is not so great as Epiphanius supposes, and especially that there is a 
marked difference in the passage relating to the Holy Ghost, which is the chief 
point concerned, as given by Epiphanius. It runs thus: Kai sis 6 dysey enttea 
wigrsvopsy, T8 AzAnoar by vig, wal xnprtar iv coig wpePirais xal xaraBer ie) civ 

"lopddvgy, AeAovy iy dweoridos, sixevs iv dyias’ stra 31 wicrideesy ly wiry, ei beri 

wrnvea ayer, wrsvpen bev, wrivna vidio, wriven wapixAnrer, Aurierey, in rev 
warps inwropsuspsver, xal in rou vied AapuBarepsyer ai wie rsvepsver. 
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capxwdévta éx Tvedpatos ayiou Kat Mapias tis trapQévov, ai 
évavOpwrncavta’ atavpwlévta te trép jyaoyv emt Tlovriov 
IT \arov, xal raOovra, nai tadévta, xa avactavta TH Tplry 
huépa Kxata Tas ypadds nal avedOovra eis Tovs ovpavors, Kai 
xabeSopevoy éx Sefav tod watpos, cal wddw épyopevoy pera. 
doEns xpivas Cavtas Kal vexpovs' ob THs Bactheias ovK éoTat 

tédos. Kai eis 7o mvedpa To dywov, To Kiptov, Td Cworrovoy, 
TO €x Top TaTpos exTropevopevoy, TO oUV TraTph Kat Vi@ TULTTPOC- 
xuvovpevoy Kat cuvdocavouevov, TO Aad joay Sia Tav mpodyTar. 
Eis play dylav xaBonuxhy nat aroctomuKny éxxdnolav' opodo- 
yoopev dv Bamriopa eis adeow dpuaptiov’ rpocdoxapev ava- 
otact vexpav cal Cony Tov péAXovTos aidvos. "Aun. 

“We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Creator of 
heaven and earth, and of all things visible and invisible. ‘And 
in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son. of God, 
begotten of the Father before all times (ages), Light from Light, 
very God from very God, begotten, not created, of the he same 
substance with the Father, by whom ¢ all things were made >" 
who for us men, and for our salvation, came down from heaven, 
and was incarnate by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, and 
was made Man; who was crucified for us under Pontius 

Pilate, suffered and was buried, and the third day He rose 
again according to the Scriptures, and ascended into heaven, 
and sat down at the right hand of the Father; and He shall 
come again with glory to judge both the living and the dead ;' 
whose kingdom shall have no end.” And we believe in the 
Holy Ghost, the Lord and Life-giver, who proceedeth from 
the Father ; who with the Father and the Son together is 
worshipped and glorified ; who spake by the Prophets. And 
in one Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church. We acknowledge 
one Baptism for the remission of sins. We look for a resur- 
rection of the dead, and the life of- the world to come. Amen.” 

It is somewhat remarkable, and probably only to be ac- 
counted for by the peculiar relation of Gregory of Nazianzus 

1 So far, this creed is nearly the same as the Nicene. 
* This addition, directed against Marcellus of Ancyra, is already contained 

(not indeed in words, but in sense) in the Antiochian Creed of 341; cf. above, 
pp. 76, 79, 80. 

3 The more explicit doctrine concerning the Holy Ghost was clearly added in 
contradiction to the Macedonian or Pneumatomachian errors. 
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to this ayasd that this Father of the Church, in writing to 
Cledonius shortly after the close of the Synod of Constanti- 
nople concerning the rule of faith, only mentioned the Nicene 
Creed and not that of Constantinople, although he admitted 
the former to be incomplete with regard to the doctrine of the 
Holy Ghost.'| Neither was this creed mentioned at the third 
General Council at Ephesus ;? but the fourth General Council 
at Chalcedon had it twice recited, and twice received it into 

its acts, thus solemnly approving it. It was also repeated 
and accepted at the sixth General Council in 680.4 It is 
printed among the acts of the first Council of Constantinople 
in all collections of Councils.° There are Latin translations 
of it in the collection of Dionysius Exiguus and Isidore. 

‘ 

Sec. 98. The Canons of the Second General Council. 

-Besides the decree of faith, the Synod of Constantinople also 
* drew. up, a few cqnons, to which in the old Greek codices the 
following heading is prefixed: “Canons of the one hundred 

.» and fifty holy Fathers who assembled at Constantinople under 
the Consulate of those illustrious men, Flavius Eucherius and 
Flavius Evagrius, on the 7th of the Ides of July”—that is, 
the 9th of July. From this we may conclude that this Synod, 
which, according td Socrates,’ begun in May 381, lasted until 
July of that year.® 

The number of canons drawn up by the Synod is doubtful. 
The old Greek codices and the Greek commentators of the 

1 Epist. 102 (formerly Orat. LJI.), t. ii. p. 93 of the new edition, Par. 1842. 
2 At the Synod of Florence, Bessarion, on the strength of a letter of Cyril’s to 

Acacius, maintained that the Synod of Ephesus had forbidden any other creed 
but the one then existing to be used in the churches (Hard. t. ix. p. 110, Con- 
ciliengesch., vol. vii. p. 690). By the creed then existing was meant the Nicene- 
Constantinopolitan ; cf. infr. sec. 140 ad fin. 

* Actio ii. v. in Hard. Collect. Concil., t. ii. pp. 287 and 454 ; Mansi, t. vi. p. 
958, and t. vii. p. 111. 

* Actio xviii. in Hard. t. iii. P- 1398. 
5 In Hardouin, t. i. p. 814; in Mansi, t. iii, p. 566 ; also Hahn's Bibliothek 

der Symbole, Breslau 1842, p. 111. 
6 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 567, 574; in Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole, pp. 112 sqq. 
7 Socrat. v. 8. 
8 This aleo appears from a letter of the Emperor Theodosius of the 30th July 

381. See below, p. 369. 
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Middle Ages, Zonaras and Balsamon, enumerate seyen; but 
the old Latin translations—viz. the Prisca,’ those by D Dionysius 
Exiguus and Isidore? as well as the Codex of Luna*—only 
recognise the four | first canons of the Greek text, and the fact 
that they agree “in this point is the more important as they 
are wholly independent of each other, and divide and arrange 
those canons of Constantinople which they do acknowledge 
quite differently. 

Because, however, in the Prisca the canons of Constan- 

tinople are only placed after those of the fourth General 
Council, the Ballerini brothers conclude that they were not 
contained at all in the oldest Greek collections of canons, and 

were inserted after the Council of Chalcedon.* But it was at 
this very Council of Chalcedon that the three first canons of 
Constantinople were read out word for word.’ As, however, 

they were not separately numbered, but were there read 
under the general title of Synodicon Synodi Secunde, Fuchs 
concluded that they were not originally in the form in which\ 
we now possess them, but, without being divided into numbers, 

formed a larger and unbroken decree, the contents of which 
were divided by later copyists and translators into several dif- 
ferent canons.’ And hence the very different divisions of these 
canons in the Prisca, Dionysius, and Isidore may be explained. 

The fact, however, that the old Latin translations all agree 
in only giving the four first canons of the Greek text, seems 
to show that the oldest Greek manuscripts, from which those 
translations were made, did not contain the fifth, -sixth, and 

seventh, and that these last did not properly belong to this 
Synod, but were later_additions. To this must be added that 
the old Greek Church historians, in speaking of the affairs of 
the second General Council, only mention those points which 
are contained in the first four canons, and say nothing of what, 
according to the fifth, sixth, and seventh canons, had also been 

} Mansi, t. vi. p. 1174, and in the Ballerini editions of the works of 8. Leo, 
t. lit, p. 553. 

* Mansi, t. iii. pp. 566, 571 ; Hard. t. 1. pp. 809, 810. 
3 Mansi, t. iii. p. 574. 
4 Baller. ed. Opp. S. Leonis M., t. iii. p. 12. 
5 Mansi, t. vii. p. 445; Hard. t. ii. p. 638. 
© Fuchs, Bibliothek der Kirchenvers., vol. ii. p. 411. 
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decided at Constantinople.’ At the very least, the sexenth 
canon cannof. have emanated from this Council, since in the 
sixth century John Scholasticus did not receive it into his 
collection, although he adopted the fifth and sixth. It is also 
missing in many other collections; and in treating specially of 
this canon further on, we shall endeavour to show the time 

and manner of its origin. But the fifth and sixth canons 
probably belong to the Synod of Constantinople of the follow- 
ing year, as Beveridge, the Ballerini, and others conjectured.’ 
The Greek scholiasts, Zonaras and Balsamon;? and later on, 
Tillemont,* Beveridge Van Espen® and Herbst,’ have given 
more or less detailed commentaries on all these canons. 

The canons are as follows :-— 

Can. 1. 

M7 abercicbat rv mlotw tov Tatépwy Tav TpiaKxoolov 
_ Sexaoxra, tav év Nixala tis Bubuvlas cuvedOovrwv, adda 
pévew éxelyny xvuplay, al dvabeparicOjvat wacay aipecw Kat 
idtxas Thy tav Evvomavev, elrovv ’Avopoiwv Kab rhv tov 
"Apeavay, elrovy Evdofiavay nab tiv trav ‘Hysapeavan, 
qyouv IIvevxpatopayov' cal thy trav ZaBed\dxgavov, Mapxer- 
Maver, cal THY TOY Pwrewiavay, cal THY Tdv’ ArrodAdvapioTay. 

“The confession of faith of the three hundred and eighteen 
Fathers, who were assembled at Nicsea in Bithynia, shall not 
be abolished, but shall remain, and every heresy shall be 
anathematized, especially that of the Eunomiang or Anomeans, 
the Arians or Eudoxians, the Semi-Arians or _Pneumato- 
machians, the Sabelliens, Marcellians, Photinians, and Apolli» 
narigns.” es 

We have already remarked ® that what is here introduced 

1 Socrat. v. 8 ; Sozom. vii. 9 ; Theodoret, v. 8. 
* Bevereg. Synodicon seu Pandecte Canonum, etc., t. ii. ; Annot. p. 98; 

Baller. ed. Opp. 8. Leonis M., t. iii. p. 10. 
3 See Bevereg. Pandect. t. i. pp. 85, sqq. 
4 Mémoires, etc., t. ix. art. 76, 77, in the treatise : 8. Grégoire de Naz. 
5 Bevereg. Pandect. t. ii. ; Annotat. pp. 89, sqq. 
6 Commentarius in Canones, etc., pp. 186, sqq., Colon. 1755. 
7 Tébing. Quartalechrift of the year 1826, pp. 889, sqq. 
® See above, p. 848. 

I, Z 
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as the first canon most likely belonged to the Tome of the 
Council, especially as in ancient times the term “canons” 
was understood to mean rules of discipline, and not anathemas. 
That the Council of Constantinople also rejected the Apolli- 
narian heresy, Socrates and Sozomen do not indeed expressly 
say; but Rufinus! and the fourth General Council assert it, 
and it is confirmed by this canon. Theodoret also says 
that the Council of Constantinople deposed the false Bishop 
Maximus of Constantinople, “‘ because he took part in the folly 
of the Apollinarians.”? Theodoret, however, is probably 
mistaken with regard to Maximus; and the Synod itself, in its 
fourth canon, in which it declares his deposition, does not 
give the smallest indication of his having been an Apolli- 
narian. 

By the Eudoxians, whom this canon identifies with the 
Arians, is meant that faction who, in contradistinction to the 

strict Arians or Anomceans on one side, and the Semi-Arians 

on the other side, followed the leadership of the Court Bishop 
Eudoxius (Bishop of Constantinople under the Emperor Valens), 
and without being entirely Anomcean, yet very decidedly 
inclined to the left of the Arian party *—probably claimi 
to represent the old and original Arianism. But this canon 
makes the Semi-Arians identical with the Pneumatomachians, 

and so far rightly, that the latter sprang from the Semi- 
Arian party, and applied the Arian principle to their doctrin 
of the Holy Ghost. Lastly, by the Marcellians are meant 
those pupils of Marcellus of Ancyra who remained in the 
errors formerly propounded by him, while, afterwards others, 
and indeed he himself, once more acknowledged the truth.* 

CaNn. 2. 

Tovs trép Stoixnow émicxomous tats trrepoplous éxxdrAnolacs 
pn emvévat, pnde ocvyyéev ras exxdnolas’ GdAa Kata rods 
xavovas Tov ev ’"AdeEavSpelas érrloxorov Ta ev Aiyorr@ povoy 
oixovopety, Tos S€ THS avaToOARs émicKxoTous THy dvaToNsy 

1 Rufin. Hist, Kecl. ii, (xi.) 20; Hard. t. ii. p. 647; of. above, p. 348. 
2 Theodoret, v. 8. * Cf. above, pp. 269, 280, 283. 
4 See above, pp. 29, eqq., 53, 104, sq. 
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povnv Siouxety, purarropévoy trav év Tols Kavdot Tois KaTa 
Nixalay mpeoBelwv TH ’Avtioyéewy éxxdnola, nat rods Tis 
"Actaris Siornjoews érucxotovs Ta xata tHy ’Aclay poynv 
oixovopel, Kal Tos tHS Tlovtinis ta THs Tlovrixis povov, cat 
Tous Tis Opakns Ta THs Opancxns povoy oixovopeiv. ’AxdHTous 
5é éricKxdmrovs tnrép Stolenow pn émiBalvew eri yetpotovlas % 
Tlow adrraLs olKovopiats exxAnotacTixais. PuAaTTopevou Sé Tod 
mpoyeypappevov mepl trav Sworxnoewy Kavovos, evdnrov os TA 
xa? éxdorny érrapyxiay 4 THs érapylas civodos Siovnnoet, Kata 
Ta év Nixaig apiopéva. Tas &é év trois BapBapixois eOvece 
tod Oeod éxxAnotas oikovopeioOat yp Kata Thy KpaTicacay 
curneav tapa Tov TaTépwy. 

“The bishops of another diocese’ shall not pass over to 
foreign churches, and introduce confusion among them; but, 

in accordance with the canons, the bishop of Alexandria shall 
govern the affairs of Egypt only, and the Eastern bishops shall 
have charge of the affairs of the East only, while the rights 
of the Antiochian Church, as declared in the sixth canon of 

Nica, shall be preserved, and the bishops of the dioceses of 
Asia (Ephesus) shall only have jurisdiction over Asia, those 
of the dioceses of Pontus over Pontus, and those of the 

dioceses of Thrace over Thrace. Unless summoned, the 

bishops shall not go beyond their own dioceses for the purpose 
of ordination, or any other ecclesiastical function. While, 
however, the existing canon with regard to the dioceses is 
observed, it is clear that im each eparchy (province) the 
Provincial Synod must rule in accordance with the decisions 
of Nicea. But the Churches of God among the barbarous 
nations shall be governed according to the custom prevailing 
from the times of the Fathers.” 

It is highly probable that the manner in which the deceased 
patriarch Peter of Alexandria, who had had the Cynic 
Maximus consecrated bishop of Constantinople, outstepped 
his power, was the immediate occasion of this canon,’ which is 

1 Others translate the words: robs talp diiznes iwirxéeovs, ‘‘ those bishops 

placed over the dioceses, ¢.¢. patriarchates ;” but this is certainly wrong. Cf. 
the notes of Valesius on Socrat. v. 8. 

* 'Valesius is of opinion that the Synod by this also intended to censure 
Meletius of Antioch, who, by the ordination of Gregory of Nazianzus, had inter- 
fered in the diocese of Thrace. See the notes of Valesius on Socrat. v. 8. 
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in fact a renewal of the sixth, and part of the fifth Nicene 
canons. It orders: (a) That the bishops of a (civil) diocese 
—that is, those large districts of the Empire, in accordance 
with which the ecclesiastical division was formed into patri- 
archates and exarchates’—shall not interfere with the affairs 
of foreign Churches. This prohibition, of course, applied first 
to the chief bishop of each such large diocese, the chief 
metropolitan, or, as he was afterwards called, patriarch or 
exarch; but, equally of course, it included the other bishops 
under him, who were likewise forbidden to interfere in 

another patriarchate. 
(}) Among the number of such large dioceses are men- 

tioned, Egypt, with the metropolitan city of Alexandria ;* the 
East, with the metropolitan city of Antioch; Asia (Asta 
Proconsularis), with the metropolitan city of Ephesus; Pontus, 
with the metropolitan city of Ceesarea in Cappadocia; and 
Thrace, of which the ecclesiastical capital formerly was 
Heraclea, but is now Constantinople.® 

(c) This canon further orders that in each ecclesiastical 
province the Provincial Synod shall govern, and therefore that 
in those provinces into which the patriarchate is divided, the 
patriarch or chief metropolitan was not to exercise entire power. 
This the Synod of Nicewea had already tried to prevent.” 
Thereby, too, the appeal to Rome was excluded.’ 

(dq) An exception to the rule against interference in other 
patriarchates was made with regard to those Churches newly 
founded amongst barbarous nations (not belonging to the 
Roman Empire), as these were of course obliged to receive 
their first bishops from strange patriarchates, and remained 
afterwards too few in number to form patriarchates of their own, 
and were therefore governed as belonging to other patriarchates, 
as, for instance, Abyssinia by the patriarchate of Alexandria. 

1 On this cf. vol. i. pp. 381, 382, $91, 392. 
* Concerning the extent of the patriarchate of Egypt, and the other dioceses 

mentioned, cf. vol. i. p. 395. 
3 With reference to this, Socrates, v. 8, says that this Synod “appointed 

patriarchs, while it divided the provinces.” Concerning the title of patriarchs, 
however, ef. vol. i. p. 391. 

* Cf. supr. vol. i. pp. 398, 396. 
5 Kober, Deposition, Tiibingen 1867, pp. 394, sqq. 
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Can. 3. 

Tov péevro. Kovoravrivovrodews éemicxoroy eye Ta tpeo- 
Beta ris Tyas peta tov tis ‘Popns éerloxorov, 5a 70 elvas 
auryy véav ’ Pony. 

“ The Bishop of Constantinople shall hold the first rank after 
the Bishop of Rome, because Constantinople is New Rome.” 

Baronius took pains to discredit the genuineness of this 
canon;' but he is certainly wrong, as it is not only given 
in the old collections- of canons, but also by Socrates and 
Sozomen, who testify that this Council published such a 
decree? On the other hand, many Greeks have explained this 
canon as deciding that the Bishop of Constantinople holds 
precisely equal rank with the Bishop of Rome, and that the 
preposition “after” (werd) contained in it only indicated 
posteriority of time; but the Greek commentator Zonaras 
preferring the truth, has combated this opinion, and added that 
the Emperor Justinian, in the 130th novel, in the 5th book 
title iii, of his Imperial Constitutions, acknowledged a subjec 
tion of the See of Constantinople to that of Rome’ 

This canon, as far as its wording goes, only bestows upon 
the Bishop of Constantinople a primacy of honour, and accord- 
ingly the famous Peter de Marca has undertaken to prove in 
@ comprehensive dissertation, “that the patriarchal right, 2. 
the jurisdiction of a patriarch, was first assigned to the Bishop 
of Constantinople by the fourth General Council (of Chalce- 
don), honorem verum solum in Synodo Constantinopolitand.”* 
Hergenrother, too, has recently adopted this view.’ It appears 
to me, however, more probable that the canon assigned to the 

Bishop of Constantinople, together with the primacy of honour, 
jurisdiction over the diocese of Thrace, at the head of which 
Heraclea stood. Socrates says that “the Synod also appointed 
patriarchs, as it divided the eparchies (provinces). At this 

1 Baron. Annal. ad ann. 381, n. 35, 36. 
2 Socrat. v. 8 ; Sozom. vii. 9. 
3 In Bevereg. Bynodicon, t. i. p. 90. [Justinian, however, comes more than a a 

century and a half later.) 
4 Pet. de Marca, De Constant. Patriarch. Institutione, at the end of his work, 

De Concordia Sacerdot. et Imperii, appendix, pp. 155, sqq. 
® Photius, vol. i. p. 82. 
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division, Nectarius of Constantinople received the Imperial 
city and the provinces of Thrace,” etc.’ Theodoret affirms the 
same, namely, that the Fathers at Constantinople “separated 

the dioceses (ie. patriarchates) from one another.”* And 
Hergenrother is obliged himself to confess that thenceforward 
“the presidency of the Thracian district no longer appertained 
to the bishop of Heraclea, but to the bishop of Constanti- 
nople.” This is equivalent to saying that the latter from this 
time exercised jurisdiction over the diocese of Thrace. 

If we inquire the reason why this Council tried to change 
the order of rank of the great Sees, which had been established 
in the sixth Nicene canon, we must first take into considera- 

tion that, since the elevation of Constantinople to the Imperial 
residence, as New Rome, the bishops as well as the Emperors 
naturally wished to see the new imperial residence, New Rome, 
placed immediately after Old Rome in ecclesiastical rank also ; 
the rather, as with the Greeks it was the rule for the ecclesias- 

tical rank of a See to follow the civil rank of the city. The 
Synod of Antioch in 341, in its ninth canon, had plainly de- 
clared this and subsequently the fourth General Council, in 
its seventeenth canon, spoke in the same sense. But how 
these principles were protested against on the side of Rome, 
we shall see further on in the history of the fourth General 
Council, in the 200th section, where we shall have again to 
notice this Council. For the present, it may suffice to add 
that the aversion to Alexandria, which, by favouring Maximus, 
had exercised such a disturbing influence on Church affairs in 
Constantinople,* may well have helped to effect the elevation 
of the See of Constantinople over that of Alexandria. More- 
over, for many centuries Rome did not recognise this change 
of the old ecclesiastical order. In the sixteenth session of 
the fourth General Council, the Papal Legate, Lucentius 

expressly declared this.© In like manner the Popes Leo 
the Great and Gregory the Great pronounced against it > 
and though even Gratian adopted this canon in his collec- 

1 Socrat. v. 8. 
3 Theodoret, Hp. lxxxvi. ad Flavianum ; cf. vol. i. p. 396. 
3 Cf. supr. p. 69. * See above, pp. 341, 347. 
® Mansi, t. vii. p. 442; Hard. t. ii. p. 635. 6 See below, p. 371. 
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tion, the Roman critics added the following note :—Canon 
hie ex ws est, quos Apostolica Romana Sedes a principio et longo 
post tempore non receptt. It was only when, after the conquest 
of Constantinople by the Latins, a Latin patriarchate was 
founded . there’ in 1204, that Pope Innocent m1, and the 
twelfth General Council,? in 1215, allowed this patriarch the 
first rank after the Roman.; and the same recognition was 
expressly awarded to the Greek Patriarch at the Florentine 
Union in 1439. 

Can. 4. 

ITept Makinov rod Kuvixod nat ris cat’ aitéy araklas ris 
éy Kwvotarvtivovrrone yevouevns, Oote pnte Tov Makipov ért- 
oKxotroyv } yevérOat f elvas, pnte ToUs Tap avrod yeporovnOer- 
tas év oiwdytrote Babu Kdjpov, wdvtTwv Kab tov Tepl abrov 
Kat Tay Tap avtod yevopévoy axupwbévrov. 

“With regard to the Cynic Maximus, dnd the disorder 
occasioned by him in Constantinople, (it is declared) that 
Maximus never became a bishop, and is not one now, neither 
are any of those ordained by him to any grade whatsoever of 
the clerical office really ordained, as everything performed 
about him (viz. his consecration) and by him is pronounced 
invalid.” 

Maximus has been already repeatedly spoken of, and the 
manner of his consecration as bishop explained, according to 
which the Synod was perfectly right in pronouncing his depo- 
sition. The distinction between invalid (invalida, dxvpos) and 
irregular (<licita) ordination or consecration had not then been 
accurately defined. What was canonically invalid and prac- 
tically unrecognised was simply designated a«upos = invalid, 
while the later canon law distinguished accurately sacramental 
and canonical invalidity.’ 

Neither would Pope Damasus at first sanction the elevation 
of Maximus, as we have seen from his two letters to Acholius, 

bishop of Thessalonica. But a different view was taken soon 
after by many Latins, among whom was S. Ambrose; and at 
their Synod which took place in the autumn of the same year, 

1C. 8, Dist. xxii. ? (The fourth Lateran. ] 
* Hergenréther, Photius, vol. ii. pp. 8324, 338, sqq. 
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381, they pronounced decidedly in favour of Maximus, and 
his claims to the See of Constantinople, while they refused to 
recognise either Gregory of Nazianzus or Nectarius. They 
therefore proposed a common Synod for the Easterns and 
Westerns, where the question of the See of Constantinople 
should be definitively decided.’ In the following year, how- 
ever, the Greek bishops, at a fresh Synod at Constantinople, 

again set forth the legitimacy of the election of Nectarius; 
and the Emperor Theodosius sent commissaries to Rome in 
support of their statements. The consequence was that the 
Pope also now declared for Nectarius, as Boniface 1 testified 
a generation later.’ 

Can. 5. 

Tlepi rod topou tav Aurixay Kat tods dv Avtioyeia arredeEa- 
pela rots play oporoyoivras matpds Kad viod Kal dyiov 
arveupatos Geornta. 

“With regard to the treatise (Tome) of the Westerns, we 
also recognised the Antiochians, who acknowledge the oneness 
of the Godhead of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.” 

As has been already mentioned,‘ this canon probably does 
not belong to the second General Council, but to the Synod 
held in the following year at Constantinople consisting of 
nearly the same bishops. 

It is certain that by the rouos réy Avrixay a dogmatic 
work of the Western bishops is to be understood, and the only 
question is which Tome of the Westerns is here meant. 
Several—for instance, the Greek commentators, Balsamon and 

Zonaras, and the spokesman of the Latins at the Synod of 
Florence in 1439 (Archbishop Andrew of Rhodes)—understood 
by it the decrees of the Synod of Sardica;* but it seems to 
me that this canon undoubtedly indicates that the Tome of 
the Westerns also mentioned the condition of the Antiochian 

1Cf. below, pp. 871, 878, and the notes of Valesius on Sozom. vii. 9. The 
Synodal Letter of the Latins to the Emperor Theodosius is contained in Hard. 
t. i p. 845; Mansi, t. iii. p. 68]. 

3 Theodoret, U.c. v. 9. 
In his Epist. ad Hpiscopos Ilyr.; cf. Marca, De Concordia Sacerd. et 

Imper. lib. v. c. 21, n. 10. 
“Cf. above, p. 352. * Cf. Tab. Theol. Quartalechr. 1852, p. 411. 

} 

‘ 
( 
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Church, and the division into two parties of the orthodox 
of that place—the Meletian schism. Now, as this was not 
mentioned, nay, could not have been, at the Synod of Sardica, 
—for this schism at Antioch only broke out seventeen years 
later,,—some other document of the Latins must certainly be 
meant.? But we know that Pope_Damasus, and the Synod 
assembled by him in 369, addressed a Tome to the Orientals, 
of which fragments are still preserved,’ and that nine years 
later, in 379, a great Synod at Antioch of one hundred and 
forty-six orthodox Oriental bishops, under Meletius, accepted 
and signed this Tome, and at the same time sought to put a 
stop to the Meletian schism. Soon afterwards, in 380, Pope 
Damasus and his fourth Roman Synod again sent a treatise on 
the faith, of which we still possess a portion, containing ana- 
themas, to the Orientals, especially to Bishop Paul of Antioch, 
head of the Eustathians of that city. 

Under these circumstances, we are justified in referring the 
expression Toyos Tay Autixdy either to the Roman treatise of 
369 or to that of 380, and I am disposed to give the preference 
to the former,’ for the following reasons :— 

(1.) As has been already observed, this canon belongs to 
the Synod held at Constantinople in 382. 

(2.) We still possess in Theodoret a Synodal Letter to the 
Latins from this later Synod.’ . 

(3.) The canon in question, as proceeding from the same 
source, is, of course to a certain extent, connected with this 

letter. 
(4.) In this Synodal Letter, the Eastern bishops, in order to 

convince the Latins of their orthodoxy, appeal to two docu- 
ments, the one a Toues of an Antiochian Synod, and the other 

1Cf. above, pp. 278, sq., and my treatise on the Meletian schism in the 
Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer and Welte, vol. vii. pp. 42, sqq. 

2 Cf. Bevereg. Pandecte, t. ii. ; Annotat. p. 97, and Tillemont, Mémoires, t. 
ix. art. 77, in the treatise, 8. Grégoire Naz. p. 221, ed. Brux. 1732. 

3 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 459-462 ; Hard. t. i. p. 772 ; cf. above, p. 288, note 2. 
4 See above, p. 291. 6 See above, p. 292, note 2. 
© Baronius, however (ad ann. $81, 26), and Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. 

vol. ii. p. 418, understand by the cépes ea Avrizey the letter of Paul in $80. 
Cf. on the other hand, Marca, De Concordia Sac. et Imp. lib. i. c. 4, n. 5. 

* Theodoret, v. 9. 
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a Touos of the CEcumenical Council held at Constantinople 
in 381. 

(5.) By the Antiochian Synod here mentioned, I understand 
the great Synod of 378, and, as a necessary consequence, 
believe the rouos there produced to be none other than 
the Roman Tome of 369, which was then accepted at 
Antioch. 

(6.) It is quite certain that the Synod of Antioch sent a 
copy of this Tome, with the declaration of its acceptance and 
the signatures of the members, back to Rome, as a supplement 
to its Synodal Letter; and hence Lucas Holstenius was still 
able to find fragments of it in Rome? 

(7.) The Synod of Constantinople of 382 might well call 
this Tome, sent back to Rome with the acceptance and signa- 
tures of the Easterns, a “Tome established at Antioch,” 

although it was really drawn up at Rome. 
(8.) If, however, the Synod of Constantinople in its Synodal 

Letter speaks of this Tome, we are justified in supposing that 
the one mentioned in its canon is the same. 

(9.) That which still remains of the Roman Tome of 369, 
treats expressly of the oneness of the Godhead of the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost ;? and such were the contents of 
the Tome according to this canon. 

(10.) It is true that the fragments still preserved of this 
Tome contain no passage directly referring to the Antiochian 
schism; but, in the first place, very little remains of it, and 

there is the more reason to suppose that the Meletian schism 
was spoken of in the portion which has been lost, as it was 
the same Antiochian Synod that accepted the Tome which 
urged the putting an end to that schism. It is still more to 
the purpose that the Italian bishops, in their letter to the 
Easterns in 381, expressly say that they had already long 
before (dudum) written to the Orientals in order to put an 
end to the division between the orthodox at Antioch. By 
this “dudum” I conclude that they refer to the Roman Tome 

1 In Theodoret, Uc. v. 9, p. 211, ed. Mog. 
* Cf. the marginal note of Hardouin at t. i. p. 772; and Mansi’s, on t. iii. 

p. 459. 

* In Manai, t. iii. p. 459 C, and p. 461 D. 
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of 369; and if the Westerns in their letter to the Easterns 

in 381 pointed to this Tome, it was natural that the Synod 
of Constantinople of 382 should also have referred to it, for 
it was that very letter of the Latins which occasioned and 
called the Synod into being. 

Lastly, for the full understanding of this canon, it is 
necessary to observe that the Latins, in their letter just 
mentioned of 381, say that “they had already in their earlier 
missive (2.¢., a8 we suppose, in the Tome of 369) spoken to the 
effect that both parties at Antioch, one as much as the other, 
were orthodox.”’ Agreeing with this remark of the Westerns, 
repeated in their letter of 381, the Easterns in this canon say, 

“We also recognise all Antiochians as orthodox who acknow- 
ledge the oneness of the Godhead of the Father, the Son, and 

the Holy Ghost.” 
Beveridge? and Van Espen? attach a different sense to 

this canon. In their opinion, it means: “With regard to 
the Tome of the Westerns, we agree with the Antiochians 
(that is, the Antiochian Synod of 378) who (accepted it and) 
acknowledged the oneness of the Godhead of the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost.” But, against this, it must be 

observed that, generally speaking, in ecclesiastical language, 
a7robéxeo Oa: means to recognise and receive any one as @ 
member of the Church, not to agree to the opinion of another. 

CAN. 6. 

"Ered troddol tiv éxxrAncuortixny ebraflay ouyyeiv Kat 
dvatpérew Bovropevor, PiéyOpws xat ovcopavrixas aitlas 
TWAS KATA TMV oiKovoLovYTmY Tas exxAnaolas OpOodoEwD émic- 
KOT@Y cULTAAdTTOUGLY, OVdeY ETEpoY 7H YXpaivey TAS THY lepewy 
Urodmpes nal Tapaxas TaY eipnvevovTwy Nawy KaTacKeualeLy 
érriyerpouvtes’ TovTou gvexev jpece TH ayia cuvddm Tav ev 
Kovorayvtwovrode cuvdpapovtay émicxotror, un aveferdatws 
apoatecGat tovs xatyyopous, unde waow émitpérrecOat tas 
xatnyopias ToicOat Kata Tadv oixovopotyTwy Tas éxKANoLas, 

1 Hard. t. i. p. 845 B; and Mansi, t. iii. p. 631 C. 
3 Bevereg. Pandecte, etc., t. ii. ; Annotat. p. 97. 
3 Commentarius in Canones, etc., p. 191, ed. Colon. 1755. 



364 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

onde joey wavras aroxelew* GAN’ ef péy ris oixelay Twa péuryry, 
tour got Suri, eraydyo. TO ertoKoTr@, &s WheoverTnOeds 
fh GdXo tt Tapa TO Sixatov rap’ avrod merovOus rt trav ToL0v- 
tev Karnyopuoy pn éEerdfecOar pyre wpocwroy Tov KaTryopou 
pyre thy Opnoxelay yp) yap wavtl tpéme 16 Te cuvedos Tov 
emiaxotrou éAevOepoy elvas, Kad tov adicctoOas Aéyorra, clas ay 
0 Opnexelas, trav Sixaioy tuyydvew, Ei S€ éxxAnotaotixoy 
eln 10 édmihepopevoy SyxAnua te emicxoTre, toTe Soxipaler Oat 
Xp) THY KaTYyopoUYTwY TA TpocorTa, iva prov pev aipeTicols 
un é&R Katryopias Kata tav opbodokwy imép exxrAnouoticay 
mpaypatey totcOas aiperixovs 5é Aéyopev Tods Te Wadat TIS 
éxxdnolas amoxnpuxGévras, nat rors pera Tadta bf’ spay 
avabepaticbevras, mpos 5é rovrous Kad Tovs THY wiotW pev THY 
Wy} mpootroroupévous opodoyelv, atocylcavras $é Kal avri- 
cuvdyovtas tois Kavoyixots nuay (Trav) émtoxorots. Ereta Sé 
wal el Twes TovT@Y aro THS exxAncias ert aitlats Tot mpoKate- 
yvoopevor elev nal arroBeBAnpévos 4) axowwvytot, elre aro 
KANpov elre 7rd Naixod TdypaTos’ pnde Tovrots eFelvas KaTnyopel 
eriaxotrou, mpiy dy To oixcioy SyxAnyua TpoTepoy amrodvawrras, 
opoiws S5¢ cal Tods td Kxatnyoplay mpodaBodcay Syras py 
mporepov elvar Sextovs eis érusxotrou Katrpyopiay h érépwy xAnpt- 
Kév, wplv dv abwous Eavtovs Tay érayGévrwy avrots atrodeiEwoww 
éyxAnpdatov. Et pévroe tives pyre aipetixol ponte axouvovn- 
Tou elev, pyte WpoKxateyvwcpévot  wpoxarryopnpévot ee Tie 
TAHppEAn act, Néyoun Se Exe Twa exKANoacTUNY KATA TOD 
érirxdmou xaTnyoplay’ TovTous KedevEs 7} aryia avvodos mparoy 
wey eri tay THs erapylas waytov emioxdnav eviotacbas ras 
KaTryopias, xal-ér’ abray éhéeyyew Ta éyxAnuata TOU év aitlas 
tioly érioxorrov, Ei 8¢ cvpBain abdvvaricas tobs érapyioras 
apos SiopOwow trav éemidepopévav eyxAnudtev Te émicxore, 
ToTe avrovs mpoctévat pelo. cuvodm Tav THs Ssouxnoews erw- 
KoTroy éxeivns, birép Tis aitias TavTns ocuyKadoupevey, ical pt) 
wpotepoy évicracOat tiv Katrpyoplav, mply 4 éyypddes avrous 
tov taov avtois trotipncacbas «ivduvov, elmep ev TH THY 
Tpaypatoy taker (éEetdoe) cvxohavrobyres Toy KaTyyopou- 
pevov éricxotroy édeyyGeley Ei 5€ ris xatadpovijicas tev 
kata ta mpodnrwbévta Sedoypévwv toruynoeey 7 Racrdsxas 
évoydeiy axods 7 xoopixay apyovrwy Sixactypia } otxoupevieny 
cuvodov rapattey, mavtas atipdoas Tous THs Siocnnoews emio- 
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KOTrOUS, TOY ToLoUTOY TO TapdTay eis KaTIFyopiay py Elvat 
Sextov, ws xabvRploayta Tovs xavovas, Kad THY éxKANGLACTLKIY 
Avpnvdapevoy evtaflay, 

“Seeing that many, in order to disturb and destroy the 
order of the Church, invidiously and wantonly invent accusa- 
tions against the orthodox bishops who govern the Church, 
for the sole purpose of injuring the reputation of the priests, 
and bringing disquiet among the peaceable people, the Holy 
Synod of the bishops assembled at Constantinople has decided 
that in future no accuser shall be received without exami- 
nation, that neither shall all be allowed, nor all forbidden to 
bring accusations agaihst the governors of the Church. But, 
in the case of any one bringing a private complaint against -the 
bishop, as having been defrauded by him, or in any other way 
unjustly treated, neither the person nor the religion of the 
accuser shall be considered, for the conscience of the bishop 
should be perfectly clear, and he who affirms that he has been 
injured, of whatever religion he may be, must receive justice. 
If, however, the complaint brought against the bishop is of an 
ecclesiastical offence, then the persons of the accusers must 
be inquired into, so that, in the first place, heretics may 
not be allowed to raise complaints concerning ecclesiastical 
matters against orthodox bishops. And we designate as 
heretics both those who have been formerly shut out from the 
Church, and those who have afterwards been .anathematized 

by us; and, in addition to them, those who indeed profess to 
acknowledge the sound faith, but who separate themselves 
from the orthodox bishops and hold assemblies of their own. 
In the next place, members of the Church, who for certain rea- 
sons have been condemned or excommunicated, and have been 

deprived of communion, whether of the clergy or laity, shall not 
be allowed to bring an accusation against a bishop, until they 
have first cleared themselves of the charge laid against them. 
In like manner, those who are already under accusation? shall 
not be allowed to bring a charge against the bishop or any of 
the clergy, until they have cleared themselves from the charges 
brought against them. If, however, persons who are neither 

1 The preceding sentence treats of those who are not only under accusation, 
but already condemned. 
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heretics nor excommunicated, nor condemned, nor accused of 

offences, bring a charge in ecclesiastical matters against the 
bishop, the Holy Synod orders that such shall first bring their 
complaints before the assembled bishops of the province, and 
prove their charge before them. If, however, the compro- 
vincials are not in a position to punish the bishop for the 
offences with which he is charged, they (the accusers) shall 
have recourse to the larger Synod of the bishops of the diocese 
(patriarchate), who must be summoned for the purpose, and 
they shall not bring forward their complaint until they have 
promised in writing to undergo the same punishment (which 
would be incurred by the accused bishop), if, on investiga- 
tion, they are convicted of having brought a false charge. If, 
however, any one, in contempt of what is here prescribed, 
presumes either to importune the ears of the Emperor, or to 
trouble the secular law courts, or an Cicumenical Synod, and 

thus dishonours the bishops of the diocese (patriarchate), his 
charge shall most certainly not be received, because he has 
contemned the canons and violated the order of the Church.” 

That this canon probably did not emanate from the second 
(Ecumenical Council, but from the subsequent Synod of: the 
year 382, has been already mentioned,’ and I will only add 
that Pope Nicholas I. says of it, in his letter to the Greek 
Emperor Michael, that “it is not found in the Roman copies” 
(quod tamen non apud nos inventum, sed apud vos haberi per- 
hibetur).? Beveridge and Van Espen have left detailed com- 
mentaries on this canon.’ 

Can. 7. 

Tovs apootiBepevous TH opOodo€ia, nal r7 pepids trav ceto- 
pévwoy amd aiperucav Seyouela xata tiv troteraypévny axo- 
NovOiav Kal cuvnBeiav. *Apewavors nev nal Maxcdoviavors, 
xal YaBBatiavors, xal Navariavods, tovs Aéyovtas éavrovs 
xaBapovs Kal dpiotepots (apiorous), nai tors Tecoaperxa:- 
Sexaritas, elroy Terpadiras, nat ‘AmroMuvapiotas Seyopeba 
Sidovtas AUBédAXous nal avabepatitovtras macav alpecw, p7 

1 Cf. supr. p. 352. * Nicolai 1. Zpistola 8, in Hard. t. v. p. 150. 
® Bevereg. Pandecta, t. ii.; Annotat. pp. 98 sqq.; Van Espen, Comment. in 

Canones, etc., pp. 192, sq. 
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dpovodcay ws ppovet 4 ayia tov Beod Kabodsnn Kab atrooToNKy 
éxxdyaia, xa appayiCopévous, iroe ypiopévous mparov Te ayly 
puUp@ TO Te péTwrov Kal Tols GpOarpors Kal Tas pivas Kal Td 
oroya Kal Ta @ta: Kal odpayilovres avTods Aéyoper” XY pparyis 
Swpeds mvevpatos aylov. Evvoptavols pévtos tous eis play 
Kkaradvow Batrilopévous, nal Movravuotas tovs évraiéa 
Aeyopuevous Ppvyas, xal YaBedAravovs tovs viotratroplay sddo- 

xovtas, } Erepd Twa yxadeTra Trovobyras, Kal Tas GdXas Tracas 
aipéoeis—érreidy) Twoddot ciow évrai0a, pddsoTa of amo THs 
Taratav ydpas épyopevor—rdvras tots am’ avrav Oédovtas 
mpootibecOar TH dpOodokia as “Eddnvas Seyopeba Kal tiv 
TpaTnv hpépay Tovovpev avrovs Xpiotiavors, thy be Sevrépayv 
xaTnxoupévous, elra thy tplrny éEopxilopey avtovs peta Tod 
cudvoay tpiroy eis TO mpoowoy Kal eis TA Ota alTady' Kal 
oitws KaTryyoipev avTols, Kat Totobpev avTovs yxpoview eis 
Thy exxrnolav kal axpoicba tdv ypadav' xal tore avTors 
Barrifopev. 

‘Those who turn to orthodoxy, and from heretics to the 
number of those who are being saved, we receive in the follow- 

ing manner. We receive the Arians and Macedonians, the 
Sabbatians! and Novatians, who call themselves Cathari and 
Aristeori,? also the Tetradites (Quartodecimans) and Apolli- 
narians, on their anathematizing in writing every heresy 
which is not in accordance with the Holy Catholic and 
Apostolic Church of God,’ and, being first sealed or anointed 
with the holy oil on the forehead, eyes, nostrils, mouth, and ears. 

And in sealing them we say, “ The seal of the gift of the Hol 
Ghost.” But the Eunomians, who only baptize with one 
immersion, and the Montanists, who are here called Phrygians, 
and the Sabellians, who teach the doctrine of the Fatherhood 

of the Son (viovraropia),* or err grievously in other ways, and 
all other heretics—of whom there are many here, especially 
those who come from Galatia,’-—all of those who are willing 

1 A sort of Novatians who derive their name from their teacher Sabbatius, 
who defended the Quartodeciman (Jewish) practice as to the keeping of Easter ; 
cf. Sozom. vii 18. 

4 Viz., “left hand ;” but épisrevs (best) is probably the right reading. 
8 The same was required of the Novatians at Nica, canon 8, vol. i. p. 412. 
4 Cf. supr. p. 230. 
§ The Marcellians and Photinians ; cf. Zahn, Marcellus von Ancyra, 1867, p. 96. 
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to turn from these heresies to the orthodox faith, we receive 
(only) as heathen ; on the first day we make them Christians," 
on the second catechumens, on the third we exorcise them by 
three times breathing on them on the face and on the ears; 
thus we instruct them and make them frequent the-Church 
for a long time, and listen to the Holy Scriptures, and then 
we baptize them.” ? 

While the two preceding canons, though not belonging to 
the second General Council, still are contained in the old 

collection of John Scholasticus or Antiochenus, the seventh 
canon is wanting there also, nor is it to be found in the old 
Latin translations, and therefore it could not have been in the 

oldest Greek collections. It is also wanting in the Arabic 
paraphrase of these canons, and in the epitome of Simeon 
Logotheta. To this it must be added that it really orders 
nothing, and, moreover, has not the form of a canon, but only 

relates what was the practice_of the Church with - regard to 
the reception of heretics. Now, as we possess a letter from 
the Church at Constantinople in the middle of the fifth 
century to Bishop Martyrius of Antioch, in which the same 
subject is referred to in a precisely similar way, Beveridge 
was probably right in conjecturing that the canon was only an 
extract from this letter to Martyrius; therefore in no way a 
decree of the second General Council, nor even of the Synod of 
382, but at least eighty years later than the latter.” This canon, 
with an addition, was afterwards adopted by the Quinisext 
Synod as its ninety-fifth, without, however, giving its origin. 

Touching the sense of the last lines of this canon, Mayer 
rightly combats the notion that three classes of catechumens 
are here meant. He only admits two classes of catechumens! 

1 The word is used here in the widest sense, as this title was often given to 
the catechumens of the lowest class. Cf. vol. i. pp. 158, 156, 163. 

4 The reason that some sects, especially the Montanists and Sabellians, whose 
baptism the Council of Niceea (can. 19) does not appear to have declared 
invalid, are here included, probably is that at the time of the Council of Nicwa these 
sects still used the Church formula of baptism, but afterwards discontinued it. 
Cf. Mattes, in his treatise on heretical baptism, in the T'ibing. Quartalechr. 
1849, p. 580, Anm. i. 

® Bevereg. Pandecta, t. ii.; Annotat. p. 100, sqq.; Van Espen, Le. p. 194 
“ Gesch. des Katechumenats, pp. 55, sqq. 5 Ibid. p. 59. 
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He says that these heretics were certainly not received among 
the dwrifopuevos (third class) so soon as the third day after 
their return; certainly they were not. One finds elsewhere 
(in the case of those converted from heathenism) the exor- 
cisms always belonging to the last grade of the catechumens, 
while with those who came over from the ranks of heresy, on 
the contrary, the exorcisms most likely took place immediately 
upon their conversion. 

Sec. 99. The Second General Council receives the 

Impertal Confirmation. 

Having so far considered the creed and the canons of the 
second (cumenical Council, there yet remains for our con- 
sideration one document belonging to it, ¢e. the short letter 
which the Synod at its close addressed to the Emperor Theo- 
dosius the Great, in which it thanks God and the Emperor, 
and gives tHé latter a summary of its proceedings. “In 
obedience to your letters,” say the bishops, “ we met together 
at Constantinople, and, having first restored union among 
ourselves, we then made short definitions (cvvropous 8pous) 
confirming the faith of the Fathers of Niczea, and condemning 
the heresies which have risen in opposition to it. We have 
also, for the sake of ecclesiastical order, drawn up certain 
canons; and all this we append to our letter. We pray you 
now, of your goodness, to confirm by a letter of your piety the 
decision of the Synod, that, as you have honoured the Church 
by your letters of convocation, you would thus seal the 
decisions,” etc.’ 

The Emperor Theodosius granted the wish here xpress’: 
and from Heraclea, on the 30th of July 381,’ he issued the 
command that “all the churches were at once to be surren- 
dered to the bishops who believed in the oneness of the God- 
head of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and were 

in communion with Nectarius of Constantinople, in Egypt 
with Timotheus of Alexandria, in the East with Pelagius of 

1 Mansi, t. iii. p. 557; Hardouin, t. i. p. 807. 
2 The 80th of July is therefore the terminus ad quem of this ayn Cf. 

Remi Ceillier, ¢.c. pp. 653, sq. 

I. 2A 
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Laodicea and Diodorus of Tarsus, in proconsular Asia and the 
Asiatic diocese with Amphilochius of Iconium and Optimus 
of Antioch (in Pisidia), in the diocese of Pontus with Helladius 
of Cesarea, Otreius of Melitene, and Gregory of Nyssa, lastly 
(in Moesia and Scythia) with Terentius, the Bishop of Scythia 
(Tomi), and with Martyrius, Bishop of Marcianople (now 
Preslaw in Bulgaria). All who were not in communion with 
the above-named, should, as avowed heretics, be driven from 

the Church.”? 
Sozomen gives just the same account,’ but Socrates has 

misrepresented the matter, and thereby occasioned many 
errors.® First, according to his account, it was not the 
Emperor but the Synod which gave the above-mentioned 
bishops special prerogatives ; and, secondly, these bishops were 
thereby raised to the dignity of patriarchs, whereas it was plainly 
only on account of their personal wortb,not on aecount of 
the dignity of their Sees, that they were regarded as models of 
orthodoxy. It could certainly never have entered any one’s 
head to raise the little town of N yssa into a patriarchate, and 
yet Gregory of Nyssa is mentioned in the above list. On the 
other hand, the name of Meletius of Antioch is wanting, 

although the special prerogatives of Antioch had already been 
recognised at Nicsea, and had never during the course of 
centuries been questioned. Most assuredly, if there had been 
any question of patriarchates, Antioch would not have been 
passed over. On the other hand, it could not possibly have 
been mentioned for the purpose intended by the Emperor in 
the above command, because at that moment two orthodox 

parties in Antioch were disputing the possession of the. 
See. 

Sec. 100. The Authority of the Second General Council. 

Lastly, to turn to the question of the authority of this 
Council, it appears, first of all, that immediately after its close, 
in the same year, 381, several of its acts were censured by a 

1 Cod. Theodos. 1.8; De Fide Cathol. t. vi. p. 9; also printed in the notes 
of Valesius on Socrat. v. 8. 

2 Sozomen, vii. 9. ‘3 Socrat. v. 8. 
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Council: of Latins, namely, the prolongation of the Meletian 
schism (by the elevation of Flavian), and the choice o 
Nectarius_as_Bishop of Constanti inople, while, as is known, 
the Westerns held the (Cynic) Maximus to be the rightful 
bishop of that city.’ 

In consequence of this, the new Synod assembled in the 
following year, 382, at Constantinople, sent the Latins a copy 
of the decrees of faith composed the year before, expressly 
calling this Synod oixovperixy, and at the same time seeking 
to justify it in those points which had been censured.? 
Photius maintains that soon afterwards Pope Damasus_con- 
firmed® this Synod ; but, as the following will show, this con- 
firmation could only have referred to the creed and not to the 
canons. As late as about the middle of the fifth century, 
Pope Leo I. spoke in a very depreciatory manner of these 
canons, especially of the third, which concerned the ecclesias- 
tical rank of Constantinople, remarking that it was never sent 
to the See of Rome.* Still later, Gregory the Great wrote in 
the same sense: Romana autem Ecclesia eosdam canones vel 
gesta Synodi wulius hactenus non habet, nec accepit; in hoc 

autem eam accept, quod est per eam contra Macedonium 
definitum? 

Thus, as late as the year 600, only the creed, but not the 

canons of the Synod of Constantinople were accepted at 
Rome; but on account of its creed, Gregory the Great reckons 
it as one of the four (Ecumenical Councils, which he com- 

pares to the four Gospels.° So also before him the Popes 

1 Cf. above, p. 359, and the Epistola Synodi Ital. ad Theodosium in Hard. 
t. i. p. 845; Mansi, t. iii. p. 631. 

2 The letter in question is in Theodoret, U.c. v.9. As, however, at that time 

the whole West had still not received this Synod, it is clear that the ex- 
pression eixevusux% must not be here understood in its fullest meaning. The 
_assembled bishops could only say, ‘‘We, for our part, acknowledge that Council 
as cocumenical;” or they might, which comes to the same thing, understand 
eizevzsyix# in the same sense as the Africans did their ‘‘ universalis.” Cf. vol. i. 
p. 3, and vol. ii. p. 175. 

3 Photius, De Synodis, p. 1143, ed. Justelli; printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 595. 
4 Leo 1. Hpist. 106 (alias 80) ad Anatolium, c. 2; cf. also Diss. i. de Vita 

Leonis, in the second vol. of the Ballerini edition, p. 525. ° 
5 Gregorii, lib. vii. Zpist. 34, p. 882, ed. Bened. 
6 ‘*Sicut sancti Evangelii quatuor libros, sic quatuor Concilia suscipere et 



372 - HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

Vigilius and Pelagius um. reckoned this Synod among the 
(Ecumenical Councils. 

The question is, from what date the Council of Constan- 
tinople was considered cecumenical by the Latins as well as 
by the Greeks. We will begin with the latter. 

Although, as we have seen, the Synod of 382 had already 

designated this Council as cecumenical, yet it could not for a 
long time obtain an equal rank with the Council of Nicza, for 
which reason the General Council of Ephesus mentions that 
of Nicsa and its creed with the greatest respect,” but is totally 
silent as to this Synod. Soon afterwards, the so-called Robber- 
Synod in 449 spoke of two (General) Councils, at Niczea and 
Ephesus, and designated the latter as 9 Sevrépa cvvodos; as a 
plain token that it did not ascribe such a high rank to the 
assembly at Constantinople. It might perhaps be objected 
that only the Monophysites, who notoriously ruled the 
Robber-Synod, used this language; but the most determined 
opponent of the Monophysites, their accuser, Bishop Eusebius 
of Doyleum, in like manner also brought forward only the 
two Synods of Nica and Ephesus, and declared that “he 
held to the faith of the three hundred and eighteen Fathers 
assembled at Nicea, and to all that was done at the great 

and Holy Synod at Ephesus.” ‘ 
The creed of Constantinople appears for the first time to 

have been highly honoured at the fourth General Council, 
which had it recited after that of Nicea, and thus solemnly 
approved it.’ Since then this Synod has been universally 
honoured as cecumenical by the Greeks,° and was mentioned 

venerari me fateor. Nicenum scilicet, in quo perversum Arii dogma destruitur ; 
Constantinopolitanum quoque, in quo Eunomii et Macedonii error convincitar ; 
Ephesinum etiam primun, in quo Nestorii impietas judicatur ; Chalcedonense 
vero, in quo Eutychetii Dioscorique pravitas reprobatur.”—Lib. i. Hpist. 25, p. 
515, t. ii. ; ef. vol. i. p. 2. 

1 See Van Espen, Commentarius, l.c. 185. 
2 It was recited at the first sitting at Ephesus ; Hard. t. i. p. 1868 ; Mansi, t. 

iv. p. 1138. 
2 In Hard. t. ii. p. 95 b, and 106 b; Mansi, t. vi. p. 626 d, and p. 648 a. 
‘In the Acfio 1. of the Constantinopolitan Synod of 448, in Hard. t. ii. p. 

111 a; Manai, t. vi. p. 651 d. 5 See above, pp. 350, sq. 
* Cf. the Prefatio of the Ballerini in the $d vol. of their edition of the works 

of Leo the Great, p. 54. 
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by the Emperor Justinian with the Councils of Nicwa, Ephesus, 
and Chalcedon, as of equal rank.’ 

But in the West, and especially in Rome, however satisfied 
people were with the decree of faith enacted by this Synod, 
and its completion of the creed, yet its third canon, respecting 
the rank of Constantinople, for a long time proved a hindrance 
to its acknowledgment. This was especially shown at the 
Council of Chalcedon, and during the time immediately 
following. When at that Council the creed of Constantinople 
was praised, repeated, and confirmed, the Papal Legates fully 
concurred ; but when the Council also renewed and confirmed 
the third canon of Constantinople, the Legates left the 
assembly, lodged a protest against it on the following day, and 
declared that the rules of the hundred and fifty bishops at 

Constantinople were never inserted among the Synodal canons 
(which were recognised at Rome).? ‘The same was maintained 

_by Pope Leo himself, who, immediately after the close of the 
Council of Chalcedon, wrote to Bishop Anatolius of Constan- 
tinople: “that document of certain bishops (ie. the third 
canon of Constantinople) was never brought by your prede- 
cessors to the knowledge of the Apostolic See.”*® Leo also, 
in his 105th letter to the Empress Pulcheria, speaks just as 
depreciatingly of this Council of Constantinople; and Quesnel 
is entirely wrong in maintaining that the Papal Legates at 
the Synod of Chalcedon at first practically acknowledged the 
validity of the third canon of Constantinople. Bishop Euse- 
bius of Doyleum was equally mistaken in maintaining at 
Chalcedon itself, that the third canon had been sanctioned by 
the Pope; and we shall have occasion further on, in the history 
of the Council of Chalcedon, to show the untenable character 

of both statements. 
Pope Felix mi. took the same view as Pope Leo, when, in 

his letter to the monks at Constantinople and Bithynia in 
485, he only spoke of three General Councils at Nicea, 
Ephesus, and Chalcedon ;‘ neither did his successor Gelasius 

1 In his edict against the three chapters in Hard. t. iii. p. 808. 
2 Hard. t. ii. p. 635 ; Mansi, t. vii. p. 442. 
3§. Leonis M. Epist. 106, n., ed. Ballerini, t. i. p. 1165; Mansi, t. vi. p. 203. 
4In Hard. t. ii. p. 855. 
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(492-496) in his genuine decree, De libris recipiendis,’ mention 
this Synod. It may certainly be said, on the other hand, that 

in the sixth century its cecumenical character had come to be 
most distinctly acknowledged in the Latin Church also, and, 
as we have seen above, had been expressly affirmed by the 
Popes Vigilius, Pelagius 11., and Gregory the Great. But 
this acknowledgment, even when it is not expressly stated, 
only referred to the decrees on faith of the Council of © 
Constantinople, and not to its canons, as we have already 

observed in reference to the third and sixth of them. 

1 Cf. the remark of the Ballerini in their edition of the works of Leo, t. iii. pp. 
53 and 151 sqq.; also Thiel, De Decretali Gelasii, Brunswick 1866, p. 28. 
But in the later and altered text of the decree of Gelasius, De libris recipiendis, 
which has been received into the Corpus Jur. Can. c. 3, the Synod of Constan- 
tinople is mentioned. 



BOOK VIII. 

THE TIME BETWEEN THE SECOND AND THIRD GENERAL 

COUNCILS. 

—o— 

Sec. 101. Synods at Aquileia and Milan in 381. 

N the same year as the second General Council a Synod 
was also held at Aquileia. Two Dlyrian bishops, Pal- 

ladius and Secundianus, whose Sees are unknown, would 

not acknowledge themselves to be Arians; they had, how- 
ever, been accused by the other Western bishops of heresy, 
and had therefore already in 378, or the beginning of 379, 
when Gratian was sole regent of the whole empire, requested 
him to assemble a great General Council of Eastern and 
Western bishops to inquire into the matter. In so doing, 
they of course set their hopes on the many Arianizing 
bishops of the East. Gratian wished at first to comply 
with their desire, but was persuaded by S. Ambrose of Milan 
only to command the neighbouring bishops to assemble at 
a Synod at Aquileia, while all the rest, especially the Eastern 
bishops, were left free to appear or not. In the summer of 
381, therefore, thirty-two bishops were collected from different 

countries of the West, from Italy, Pannonia, Gaul, and Africa, 

many of whom acted singly as plenipotentiaries for whole 
provinces. Spain and Rome alone were not_represented, the 
latter probably because Ursinus was just then disputing pos- 
session of the Apostolic See with Pope Damasus, as we have 
already seen.’ The most celebrated of the assembled bishops 
were S. Valerian of Aquileia, the president of the Synod, and 
S. Ambrose, who was the most active member, and the soul 

1 Cf. supr. p. 287. 

875 
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of the whole affair. Abundantius of Trent, Theodorus of 

Octodurum, the apostle of Wallis,’ and the well - known 
Philastrius of Brescia, had also appeared. 

After they had for a considerable time, in August 381, held 
several preliminary confidential discussions with Palladius and 
Secundianus,—at which, as nothing was committed to paper, 

they gave tolerably free expression to their errors,—the formal 
proceedings began, or the actual Synod was opened, on the 
third of September 381. At the desire of Ambrose, who 
was the chief speaker of the orthodox, the letter of Arius to 
his bishop, Alexander of Alexandria,? was read aloud, and 

Palladius was asked whether or not he agreed to these blas- 
phemies against the Son. He gave no direct answer, but 
rather complained that Ambrose had hindered a General Council 
from taking place, and insisted upon the presence of his 
brethren the Eastern bishops. Besides this, he tried all sorts 
of evasions, and did not join in the anathema which the other 
bishops pronounced upon all the leading points of the Arian 
doctrine. Such were also the tactics of Secundianus and the 
priest Attalus, who belonged to the same party, and they 
demanded the adjournment of the Synod until a greater 
number of the laity should also have arrived. But on the 
proposal of Ambrose, the Synod on the same day, the 3d 
September, at one o'clock in the afternoon, pronounced the 
anathema and sentence of deposition upon Palladius, Secun- 
dianus, and Attalus,? and sent immediate tidings of this in a 
circular to all the bishops of the West.* The Synod sent a 

‘Cf. Gelpke, Kirchengeschichte der Schweiz. 1856, part i. pp. 91, sq. 
2 See vol. i. p. 272. 
2 The acts of this Synod, printed in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 599, sqq., and Hard. t. i. 

p- 826, in German in Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers., vol. ii. pp. 442, sqq., are 
to be found in Vigilius of Thapsus, and also in many codices of the Ambrosian 
etters, as they are probably composed by Ambrose. See Ambrosii Opp. Epist. 
VIII, t. ii. p. 786, ed. Bened., Paris, and t. iii, p. 820, ed. Venet. 1751.— 
Peter Franz Chifflet (in his Vindic. Opp. Vigilii, p. 37) declared these acts to 
be spurious; but the Benedictine editors of the works of S. Ambrose (l.c. p. 758 
of their treatise, Ordo Hpistolarum S. Ambros.), and Fuchs, dc. p. 483, refuted 

this opinion. . 
* A similar letter to the bishops of Gaul, also preserved in Vigilius of Thapsus, 

is found in Mansi, t. iii. p. 615, and in Ambros. Epist. JX. lc. t. iii. p. 844, 
ed. Venet. 
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circumstantial account of what had taken place to the Emperors 
Gratian, Valentinian 11., and Theodosius, and prayed them 

to lend the aid of the secular arm for the actual deposition of 
the condemned, and the appointment of orthodox bishops in 
their stead. It should also be made an impossibility for the 
teacher of Attalus, Julianus Valens (perhaps Bishop Valens of 
Mursa),-any further to disturb the peace of the Church, or 
to travel about from one town to another; and lastly, the 
Photinians should no longer be allowed to hold assemblies at 
Sirmium., In a third letter the Synod prayed the Emperors, 
especially the Emperor Gratian, to whose jurisdiction Rome 
belonged, to lend no ear to the anti-Pope Ursinus and his 
calumnies against Damasus.' Lastly, in a fourth letter, also 
addressed to the Emperors, the Synod interceded for Paul of 
Antioch and Timothy of Alexandria (against whom an oppo- 
sition party had likewise arisen), and demanded that the 
Emperors should assemble a great Council at Alexandria to 
decide the disputes existing among the orthodox themselves.” 
Palladius and his friends were, of course, very dissatisfied with 

the result of this Synod. They complained that all had not 
been’ written down as they had spoken it; they brought accu- 
sations especially against Ambrose; protested afresh against 
being confounded with the Arians ; and demanded that a new 
Council should be held at Rome? 

We still possess two letters of an Italian Synod to the 
Emperor Theodosius, about which it is doubtful whether they 
emanate from the Council at Aquileia just mentioned, or from 
one held somewhat later at Milan. The fact that S. Ambrose 
presided points to Milan. In the first of these letters the 
Latins justify their desire expressed at Aquileia for a great 

1Cf. supr. p. 287. 
* These letters are found in Ambros. pp. VI. 10, 12, pp. 844, 849, 851, ed. 

Venet. ; in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 615, 621, 623 ; Hardouin, t. i. pp. 885, 837, 838. 
On the Council of Aquileia cf. also Baunard (Canon at Orleans), Gesch. des 
heiligen Ambrosius, translated into German by Professor Bittl in Munich ; 
Herder, 1878, pp. 174 sqq. 

3 We learn this from a codex at Paris, still unedited, employed by Waitz and 
Bessel, which contains, among other things, an anonymous letter to Ambrose 
(probably from Palladius), and fragments of a letter of the Arian Bishop 
Maximus. See Bessel, Uber das Leben des Ulfilas, etc., Gottingen 1860, pp. 2, 
8, 6, 9; and Waitz, Uber das Leben und die Lehre des Ulfilas, Hanover 1870. 
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Synod, by which the schisms, especially that of the Meletians, 
should be extinguished, the erroneous doctrine of Apollinaris 
inquired into, and the Apollinarians themselves heard. And in 
the second letter to the same Emperor, the Synod complains 
that after the death of Meletius a new bishop had been chosen 
for Antioch, and that Paulinus was not universally acknow- 
ledged. This, it is added, was done by the advice of Nectarius 
of Constantinople, who was himself not a rightful bishop, as the 
episcopal chair of that city belonged to (the Cynic) Maximus ;' 
also that Gregory of Nazianzus had been unlawfully made 
Bishop of Constantinople, and that all this had been done by 
those who had hindered a General Council from taking place. 
By this they mean the Eastern bishops at the second General 
Council, whom they accused of having held a local Synod 
consisting of Greeks only, notwithstanding the invitation to a 
General Council. In conclusion, they demand the restoration 
of Maximus to the See of Constantinople, and that a General 
Council of the Easterns and Westerns should be held at 
Rome.” 

SEC. 102. The Synods at Constantinople and Rome in 382. 

In accordance with the desire of the Synod of Aquileia, 
the Emperor Theodosius, soon after the close of the second 
General Council, summoned the bishops of his empire to a 
fresh Synod,—not, however, as the Latins had wished, at 

Alexandria, but at Constantinople. He also twice invited S. 
Gregory of Nazianzus, but he excused himself on account o 
weak health, and said that in his experience such assemblies 
promised very little good.* There were assembled here, in 
the beginning of the summer of 382, very nearly the same 
bishops who had been present at the second General Council. 
On their arrival at Constantinople, they received a letter from 
the Synod of Milan above mentioned, inviting them to a great 

1Cf. supr. p. 359. 
* Both letters are found in Ambros. Epp. XIII., XIV., pp. 854, 858, ed. 

Venet.; in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 630, sq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 844, sq.; in German in Fucha, 
l.c. pp. 560, sqq. The latest biographer of Ambrose, Baunard, U.¢. p. 179, acknow- 
ledges that Ambrose was here mistaken. 

* Gregor. Naz. Epist. CKXX. (alias 55) t. ii. p. 110, ed. Paris, 1842. 
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General Council at Rome. They did not, however, go there, 
because, as they say in the Synodal Letter, they had only made 
arrangements for a shorter journey, and were, moreover, only 
authorized by their colleagues to act at Constantinople, and it 
was no longer possible in the short interval allowed them to 
obtain fresh authority, and prepare for so distant a journey." 
They remained, therefore, at Constantinople, and sent as an 

assurance of their friendship and unity of faith three bishops of 
their number, Syriacus, Eusebius, and Priscian, with a Synodal 

Letter to Pope Damasus, Archbishop Ambrose, and the other 
bishops assembled in Council at Rome. In this letter they 
firstdescribe the numberless persecutions to which they and 
their Churches had been lately exposed under the Emperor 
Valens. They had now entered upon a better time, and their 
return to their Sees had become possible, yet even now the 
flock were still incessantly threatened by the wolves (the 
Arians). They proceed to excuse themselves for not being 
able to come to the Roman Synod, and affirm their adherence 
to the Nicene faith as being the oldest, and immediately con- 
nected with holy baptism (xrpecButarny odcav nal axodovOoy Te. 
Barriocpartt), saying: “ By it we are taught to believe in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, 

and consequently in one and the same Godhead, power, and 
essence of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost ; and in 
the same dignity, and the same eternal dominion in three 
absolutely perfect hypostases, or three perfect Persons, so that 
neither can the heresy of Sabellius, which confounds the 
hypostases,—that is, does away with their separate personality 
—find any room, nor the blasphemy of the Eunomians, Arians) 
and Pneumatomachians be admitted, which divides the Being, 
or the Nature, or the Godhead, and joins on to the uncreated 

Trinity, equal in being and eternity, a later born, created, or 
strange (érepovolov) nature.” In view of the importance of 
this confession of faith, which was often erroneously ascribed 
to the Synod of Constantinople of about a year earlier—~ze. 
the second General Council—and which so far has an cecu- 
menical character that, although only drawn up by the Eastern 

1 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. v. 9; Mansi, t. iii. p. 582; Hard. t. i. p. 822, trans- 
lated into German in Fuchs, lc. pp. 424, sq. 
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Church, it yet confirms the consensus Adee ommneum orbis 
KEcclesiarum,' it may be well to add the original text: d:ddo- 
Koveay Huas wistevew eis TO Svopa TOD WaTpos Kal TOU VIED Kai 
Tov aylov wvevpatos, Sydady Oedryros te wat Suvdpews xai 
ovcias puas Tov wWaTpos Kal Tov viod Kai Ted aylov wvEdpaTos 
WisTevoueryns, ooTimou te THS afias, Kat auvaidloy ris Bact 
Aelas, €vy Tpict TeNoTAaTaLs UTOcTAaTETW, Hrovy Tpeat TEENS 
wpocwwos ws uyTe THY SaBedAdlov voooy yapay AaPeiv, ovy- 
Xeopivey Tay troctdocwy, Hryouw tay iWDiorTizTwev avaipoupévor 
unre pey THY TOY E’vopavav xai ’Apaavav xal wvevpato- 
peaxov Thy Prachnpiay ioyvew, TIS ovclas H THs Picews H TIS 
OcoryTos Tepvouevns, kal Ty axtiaTy Kai Gpoovelp Kai cuvaidi 
Tpidds peTayevertépas Twos  KTioTHS .) Etepovciov picews 
éwa@youevns. This confession speaks also very strongly and 
correctly of the Incarnation: “ We also hold unchanged the 
doctrine of the Incarnation of the Lord, not allowing the 
economy of the flesh to be either without soul or without 
reason, or imperfect, acknowledging the Logos of God perfect 
from eternity, and who for our salvation in the last times 
became perfect Man” (cal row tis evavOpamicems Sé Tov 
xupiov Noyov abidatpopoy caHlomev, ore axpuyoyv obre dvouv 7j 
GTEAH THs capKos oixovoular wapadeyopevor’ Gdov S8 eidotes 
Tédevov pév Gyta wpo aimvav Oeod Noyou, TéXclov Sé avOporroy 
én’ éoydtey Tav juepav Sa Thy yyuerépay sarypiay yevopevov). 
“ Further details on this matter,” continue the Greeks, “ the 

Latins might see from the Tome of the Antiochian Synod of 
378,? and from the Tome which the General Council of Con- 
stantinople (381) drew up the year before.” Lastly, the Greek 
Fathers seek to justify, by appealing to a canon of Nicea, 
the elevation of Nectarius to the See of Constantinople, and 
Flavian to the See of Antioch, adding that they recognise 

1 Kuhn, Dogmatik, part ii., Trinitatelehre, Tiibing. 1857, p. 419. 
* See above, pp. 360, sq. 
3 It is a disputed point whether the Synod here had in view the fourth canon of 

Nicwa, or the sixth canon of Sardica, and designated the latter as Nicene. We 
have already, at pp. 188-4, treated in detail of this, and shown that the Fathers 
of Constantinople quoted the sixth canon of Sardica, which they held to be 
Nicene (see vol. i. pp. 356 sq.), but in a text which, though differing somewhat 
from ours, is indeed the original and correct one, and which answers to an old 
Latin tranalation (in a Veronese codex) still extant. 
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S. Cyril as Bishop of Jerusalem, and pray the Westerns for 
their cheerful consent.’ 

Finally, the Synod of Constantinople of 382 also drew up | 
at least two canons, which have been erroneously adopted as 
the fifth and sixth canons of the second General Council, and 
of which we have already spoken” 

The Roman Synod, to which the Easterns addressed the 
Synodal Letter, was the fifth held under Damasus, and, besides 
the Pope, there were present: ‘the Bishops Ambrose of Milan, 
Britton (perhaps of Tréves), Ascholius of Thessalonica, Anemius 
of Sirmium, Basil (whose See is unknown), and several others. 
S. Jerome, S. Epiphanius (Bishop of Salamis in Cyprus), the 
Eustathian Bishop Paulinus of Antioch, and the three deputies 
of the Synod of Constantinople, were also there.‘ No acts of 
this assembly have come down to us, and we have but few 
certain accounts of its proceedings. Its principal result is said 
to have been the condemnation of the Apollinarian heresy. 
Also, by the wish of Pope Damasus, Jerome had to compose a 
confession of faith, which the Apollinarians were to sign, if 
they desired to return to the Church, and which spoke of Christ 
as Homo Dominicus’ Besides this, the Synod is said to have 
excommunicated Bishop Flavian of Antioch, and the two 
Bishops who consecrated him, Diodorus of Tarsus, and Acacius 

of Bercea, but, after having received more accurate information, 

to have no longer supported the Cynic Maximus. 

SEC. 103. Synod of Constantinople in 383. 

The continued efforts of the Arians and Pneumatomachians 

to spread their doctrines, in spite of the ecclesiastical and 

1 Theodoret, Mansi, Hardouin, Fuchs, Ud.ce. 

2 See above, pp. 360, sqq. 
3 Ambrose had hardly arrived at Rome when he was taken il], and was con- 

fined to his room for months, so that he could not take part in the business of 
the Council. Cf. Baunard, Gesch. des hi. Ambrosiua, etc., pp. 181 sqq. 

4 Cf. the letter of the Synod of Constantinople in Theodoret, U.c., and Jerome, 
Ep. 86, ad Hustoch. n. 6 (in Vallarsi, Hp. 108). 

* Rufin. De Adulterat. Libr. Origin. in t. v. Opp. 8. Hieron. p. 253, ed. 
Rened. (not received by Vallarsi and Migne). 

* Sozom. vii. 11 ; Bower. Gesch. der Pdpeste, part i. p. 3338. 
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imperial prohibitions, led the Emperor Theodosius in 383 to 
summon the bishops of the different parties to a Preat 
assembly, in the hope, perhaps, thereby of also securing their 

dogmatic union.’ This Synod took place in June 383, under 
the consuls Merobaudes 11. and Saturninus; and before the 

actual proceedings began, the Emperor communicated to the 
Bishop Nectarius of Constantinople his intention that those 
assembled should discuss the differences of faith. Nectarius, 

disturbed at this, consulted the Novatian Bishop Agelius, who 

agreed with him in doctrine, and was held in high esteem on 
account of his personal piety. Agelius did not feel himself 
quite qualified for such a disputation, but he had a very 
clever reader Sisinnius, who possessed great eloquence, and 
was in the highest degree skilled in theology and philosophy, 
and to him he desired to entrust the disputation with the 
Arians. Sisinnius was, however, of opinion that peace was 
not to be obtained thus, but that, on the contrary, it might 
only increase the divisions; and this he stated also before 
Nectarius, adding that, instead of disputing, it would be 
better to produce the testimonies of the old Fathers of the 
Church on the doctrine of the Son, and first of all to ask the 

heads of the several parties whether they accepted these) 
patristic testimonies, or whether they desired to anathematize 
the Fathers from whom they emanated. A presumption of this 
sort would be followed by their own rejection on the part of 
the people; but if they declared themselves ready to accept 
these testimonies, it would then be the duty of the orthodox 
to produce their proofs from the Fathers.’ 

Nectarius imparted this to the Emperor, and he gladly 
agreed to the plan. When, therefore, the bishops of the 
different parties appeared, he put this question to them: Did 
they respect the teachers who had lived before the Arian 
division? They answered in the affirmative; and he then 
put the second question: Did they also acknowledge them to 
be sound and trustworthy witnesses of the true Christian 
doctrine? Concerning the answer to this, however, divisions 

arose, not only between the different parties, but even among 

1 Socrat. v. 10 ; Sozom. vii. 12. 
2 Socrat. and Sozom. U.cc. ; Mansi, t. iii. pp. 643, sqq. 
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members of the same party, and it was evident that the 
sectaries were only determined upon having a disputation. 
This displeased the Emperor in the highest degree, and he now 
ordered that each party should draw up a wmitten confession 
of its faith. When the best qualified man of each party had 
done this, the bishops were summoned on a certain day to 
the Imperial palace, Nectarius and Agelius as the heads of ~ 
the orthodox, Demophilus (formerly Bishop of Constantinople) 
as representative of the Arians, Eleusius of Cyzicus on the side 
of the Pneumatomachians, and Eunomius as spokesman of the 
Anomceans. The Emperor received them with kindness, took 
from them their written confessions, and retired with these 

into an apartment, where he prayed God for enlightenment, 
and rejected and destroyed all of them except the orthodox 
one, because they introduced a division in the Holy Trinity.’ 

Of these creeds, only that of Eunomius has come down to 
us, which is found in several old manuscripts of the works of 
Gregory of Nyssa against Eunomius,’ and was first given to 
the press by Valesius* and afterwards by Mansi.‘ Here 
Eunomius very openly and emphatically stated his doctriné 
called only the Father God, and placed the Son among the 
creatures as the First-born of all creation, denying His partici- 
pation in the Divine Being and the Divine Glory. The Holy 
Ghost he placed still lower, as created (yevouevov) through the 
Son, and subject to the Son in everything, but higher than all 
(other) creatures, the greatest, best, and most beautiful creatio 
of the Only-begotten. In conclusion, Eunomius threatened 
his opponents with the judgment of God. 

When the sectaries saw the resolute conduct of the Em- 
peror, they sorrowfully returned home, and endeavoured by 
letters to their adherents to comfort them, chiefly as to the 
fact that so many now went over to the Nicene faith, and 
deserted their party. For, they observed, there were many 
called, but few chosen.” Socrates adds that, when the 

majority of the people, from fear of authority (under Constan- 

e 1 Socrat. and Sozom. U.ce. 
2 It is at least very probable that the creed of Eunomius, still extant, is that 

of the year 3838. 3 In his notes on Socrates vy. 10. 
4 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 616, squy. 5 Socrat. v. 10. 
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tius and Valens), were still on their side, they had used very 

different language. The Emperor now, however, forbade all 
sectaries, excepting the Novatians,—who, on account of their 
conduct at the Synod, were allowed to retain possession of their 
churches, —to hold divine service anywhere for the future, 
or to publish their doctrines, or to ordain clergy, etc, and 

threatened them also with severe civil punishment;? not, as 
Sozomen affirms, with the intention of really carrying out 

_ these threats, but to frighten them, and thus make them more 
desirous of unity. 

Lastly, at this Synod the Antiochian schism also came 
again under discussion, and unfortunately on this subject no 
agreement could be attained among the orthodox themselves, 
as the bishops of Egypt, Arabia, and Cyprus recognised 
Paulinus as the rightful bishop, and demanded the banishment 
of Flavian, while those of Palestine, Phcenicia, and Syria were 
in favour of the latter.’ 

Src. 104. Synods at Bordeaux (Burdigalensis) in 384, 
and at Tréves in 385. 

Notwithstanding the censure pronounced by the Synod of 
Saragossa in 380 on Prigcillianism,” the adherents of that 
heresy by the use of bribery still secured the powerful pro- 
tection of several high officers of State, and through them 
of the Emperor Gratian himself’ so that their chief op- 
ponents and accusers, the two Spanish bishops Idacius and 
Ithacius, were persecuted in various ways, and even driven 
away. But, on the 25th August 383, Gratian was murdered 
at Lyons, and Maximus, who had before been general, made 
himself Emperor of the West. When, in the beginning of the 
year 384, he came to Tréves, Ithacius laid before him a com- 
plaint against Priscillian and his adherents, upon which he 
commanded the sectaries to be brought before a Synod at 
Bordeaux. This was done, and Instantius, the second leader 

of the Priscillianists, was the first to speak in their defence, 

' Socrat. v. 10; Sozom. vii. 12. * Sozom. vii. 12. 
3 Socrat. v. 10.- ‘ Cf. supr. pp. 292, sq. 
5 Cf. Bernays On the Chronicle of Sulpicius Severus, Berlin 1861, pp. 8, 9. 
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but with so little success that the Synod declared him to be 
unworthy of his office. Fearing the same usage for himself, 
Priscillian refused to acknowledge the competence of the 
Synod, and appealed to the Emperor,’ whereupon both accusers 
and accused were brought to the Imperial Court at Tréves. 

S. Martin of Tours, who was there Jaar-thes- Blamed the 
passionate conduct of Ithacius, and begged the Emperor to 
shed no blood, not even that of the guilty, but to rest satis- 
fied with the judgment of the bishops pronouncing them 
heretics; the more so, as it was something quite new and 

unheard of for a secular judge to take cognisance of an eccle- 
siastical matter. The Emperor paid regard to these repre- 
sentations, but Ithacius was so furious that he wished to 

bring S. Martin under suspicion of heresy, as he also in 
his fanaticism charged many who fasted and prayed much 
with Priscillianism. When 8. Martin had again left Tréves, 
the Emperor allowed himself to be induced by Ithacius 
and two other bishops, Magnus and Rufus, after an investi- 
gation conducted by Evodius, the prefect of the Gauls, to 
have Priscillian and his clergy, Felicissimus and Armenius, 
beheaded, as well as his friend the learned Euchrocia, widow 
of the rhetor Delphidius of Bordeaux, and some others, while 
Instantius and other Priscillianists were banished, some to 

Gaul, and some to the island Sylina, on the coast of Britain.’ 
The Synod at Tréves in 385 sanctioned the conduct of 

Ithacins, which was blamed by many, and induced the Emperor 
Maximus to take still further steps against the Priscillianists, 

gee eee TOT 

1 Bernays concludes from this appeal to the Emperor, that in the accusation 
against Priscillian not only had ‘‘ causes of faith and morals” been dealt with, 
but also points of accusation which legally formed the basis of a criminal case. 
The accusations were (1) of ‘‘maleficium,” i.e. sorcery, magic, and the like 
(because Priscillian had occupied himself with the so-called Zoroastrian and 
other books of magic, from which he derived his comparison of the parts of the 
human body with the signs of the zodiac); and (2) concerning nightly assemblies 
for prayer, which had only recently been forbidden by Valentinian 1. Accord- 
ingly, as Bernays, in opposition to the general view, strongly insists, Priscillian 
and his adherents were not executed for heresy. 

2 This is all told by Socrates at the conclusion of his Historia Sacra, t. vi. 
p- 348 of the Biblioth. Max. PP., Lugd. 1677; cf. Ltibkert. De Haresi Pris- 

cillianistarum, Hafnie 1840, pp. 67, sqq. ; and Mandernach, Geach. des Pris- 
cillianismus, Tréves 1851, pp. 28, sqq. 

Il. 2B 
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so that he resolved upon sending special commissioners to Spain, 
and punishing all these sectaries with confiscation of property 
and death. At this time, S. Martin of Tours came again to 
Tréves for the purpose of interceding for some former servants 
of the late Emperor (Gratian), who had been condemned to 
death." At the same time, he besought the Emperor not to send 
the commissioners into Spain, and held aloof entirely from the 
Ithacian *Synod which he had just assembled. When, how- 
ever, the Emperor threatened to have all those for whom Martin 
had interceded put to death, if he did not immediately take 
part in the Synod, the saint yielded, and appeared at the 
assembly just when it was in the act of appointing Felix, 
who according to Sulpicius Severus was a very worthy man, 
Bishop of Tréves.? On this, the Emperor promised not to 
send the officers to Spain; but S. Martin returned the 
next day to Tours, grieved to have been obliged to hold 
communion with the Ithacians, even though only for one 
day, and from that time he was never again present at any 
Synod.’ 

SEc. 105. Synods at Rome in 386, and at Telepte or Zelle 
about 418. 

We learn from a Synodal Letter of Pope Siricius to the 
bishops of Africa, that, in January 388, a Synod at ome 
consisting of eighty bishops re-enacted various oldeyJaws of 
the Church ;* for instance :— 

(1.) No consecration (of a bishop) shall take place without 
the consent of the Apostolic See, ze the primate.® 

(2.) As has already been ordered in the fourth canon of 

1 [Narses and Leucadius. ] 
* Just at that time, from 384 to 398, we meet with a Felix in the old catalogues 

of the Bishops of Tréves. Cf. Binterim, Deuteche Concilien, vol. i. p. 282. 
3 This is also related by Sulpicius Severus in his Dialog. iii. n. 15, p. 869 of 

the Biblioth. Max. l.c.; cf. Mansi, t. iii, pp. 679 sqq. [On the subject of 
8. Martin and the Priscillianiste, see Newman’s Hist. Sketches, vol. iii. pp. 
195, sqq.] 

* Printed in Hardouin, t. i. p. 858; Mansi, t. iii. p. 670; and in the Ballerini 
edition of the works of Leo, t. iii. p. 448. 

5 Cf. below, pp. 387, sq. 
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Nicsea, no single: bishop shall take upon himself to consecrate 
another. 

(3.) He who after baptism has served in war, may not 
become a cleric. 

(4.) A cleric (of the lower orders) may not marry a widow. 
(5.) He who, as a layman, has married a widow, may not 

be received among the clergy. 
(6.) No one may ordain one belonging to another Church. 
(7.) A deposed cleric may not be admitted into another 

Church. 
(8.) Those who come over from the Novatians or Mon- 

tenses shall be received back by imposition of hands only, 
because they rebaptize. 

The Council of Nicea, in its eighth canon, lays down a 
similar rule, according to which the present one must be 
understood thus: “ If Novatian clergy ”—for it is of clergy and 
not of laymen that the preceding canon treats—“ wish to enter 
the Church, they must not be actually re-ordained, but they 
must nevertheless receive a fresh imposition of hands, after 
the manner of laymen who have been baptized by heretics.” 
Ex eo quod rebaptizant, is given as a reason for this. The 
Ballerini conjecture the right reading to be preter eos, quos 
rebaptizant, taking as their authority for this Pope Innocent L, 
who re-enacted this rule nearly word for word, and thus 
understood the short sentence in question: preter cos si qui 
forte a nobis ad illos transeuntes rebaptizati sunt? 

(9.) Finally, we advise (suademus) that the priests and 
Levites should not live with their wives. 

The Synodal Letter of Pope Siricius, which contains these 
nine canons, has only been preserved to us by an African 
Synod (at Tele) of the beginning of the fifth century (pro- 
bably of the year 418), where it was read.* Many doubts 
were, however, raised about its genuineness, especially by 

1 The Novatians were also called Montenses, perhaps because confounded 
with the Montanists. Cf. my treatise on the Novatian schism in the Kirchen- 
lexicon of Wetzer and Welte, vol. vii. pp. 662, sq. 

3 See vol. iL p. 409. 
3 In their ed. of Leo’s works, t. iii. p. 450, note 28, given in Hard. t. i. 

p 1061; Mansi, t. iii. p. 1034. 
4 Hard. t. i. p. 1285; Mansi, iv. p. 379. 
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P. Quesnel? and Bower, while it is maintained by Coustant; 
Remi Ceillier,* and above all by the Ballerini.® 

(a) It is true that the African Synod, where this instruction 
of Siricius was re-enacted, could not, as the greater number of 
codices state, have taken place at Tele, for Tele is in pro- 
consular Africa, and the bishops present at the Synod belonged 
to the Byzacene province. But some very good codices read 
Concilium Teleptense, which agrees very well, as Telepte was the 
metropolis of the Byzacene province. Remi Ceillier there- 
fore decided in favour of this reading. But the Ballerini, on 
the other hand, endeavoured to show, by appealing to critical 
authorities, that Zellense should be read, and that Zelle was a 

city of the Byzacene province. It is true that the letters T and 
Z were often confounded by the Africans; but whether the 
Ballerini or Remi Ceillier are right, Quesnel has in any case 
been too hasty in inferring the spuriousness and falsehood of 
the whole matter from the word Tellense. 

(>) It is true that in the letter of Pope Innocent 1 to Bishop 
Victricius of Rouen, part of the same text is found as in the 
Synodal Letter of Siricius.£ But it does not follow from this 
that the latter is spurious, for, as Hincmar of Rheims mghtly 
observed, [Hic est enim mos Apostolice Sedis pontifictbus, ut 
verba decessorum suorum quast propria in suis ponant epistolis.’ 

(c) It has been again objected that, in the ninth canon of 
the letter of Siricius, the celibacy of the priests is only 
advised, while at the time of Siricius it had already become 
law, and was strictly enforced by him in other places as such. 
But the swademus of the Latin text not only means, “ We advise 
that to be done which is not commanded,” but -may also 
mean, “ We entreat and exhort you to follow that which is 
commanded,” just as the preacher often exhorts and advises 
men to observe the laws of God. 

1 In the second volume of his edition of the works of S. Leo ; also printed in 
the Ballerini edition, t. iii. p. 962. 

* In his History of the Roman Popes, vol. i. p. 366. 
3 FEpist. Pontif. t. i. p. 643. 4 Remi Ceillier, t. v. p. 684. 
® Ballerini, U.c. pp. 986-1011. 
6 In Mansi, t. iii. p. 1082; Hard. t. i p. 999. 
7 Hinemari, Opp. t. ii. p. 461. 
§ In Mansi, t. iii. p. 658 ; and Hard. t. i. p. 849. 
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(2d) Lastly, the contents of the first canon in this document, 
which ascribes the confirmation of all elections of bishops to 
the Pope, forms no ground for assuming its spuriousness. 

Several codices declare that the Synodal Letter of Siricius 
was an encyclical, and by no means addressed only to the 
Africans.' It was natural that the original copy, which was 
intended primarily for the Italian bishops, should contain the 
rule that “no bishop should be appointed without the consent 
of the Apostolic See ;” for this was the established rule of the 
Church. But, for other countries, the text had to be accom- 

modated to the laws there prevailing. Thus, eg., Pope Innocent 
I. in his letter to Victricius of Rouen changed the rule of 
Siricius to this, Ut extra conscientiam metropolitani episcopt 
nullus audeat ordinare. In Africa, however, the title of 
metropolitan did not exist, but there were instead primates 
or bishops prime sedis ;* and for this reason probably, in the 
copy of the epistle of Siricius belonging to the Africans, the 
expression primatis was first inserted either by Siricius him- 
self or by them.‘ 

SEc. 106. Synods at Antioch, Sida, and Carthage. 

Formerly, the Synod of Nimes was generally placed in this 
same year, 386, or in 389; recently, however, it has been 

shown to belong to the year 394, and therefore we shall have 
to speak of it later. 

Sozomen speaks further of an Antiochian Provincial Synod 
of 388 or 389, which forbade the sons of S. Marcellus to 
revenge their father’s death upon the heathen.° Marcellus, 
Bishop of Apamea in Syria, by the desire of the Emperor 
Theodosius, had several heathen temples destroyed, and upon 
one of these occasions he was thrown into the fire by the 
enraged heathen at Aulon, on this account.‘ 

At about the same time (according to others, in 390), it is 

1 Cf. note 14 of the Ballerini on the heading of the Synodal Letter, /.c. 
. 448. 

. . c Mansi, t. iii. p. 1088 ; Hard. t. i. p. 1000. 
3 See below, p. 895, note 7, and vol. i. pp. 162, 174. 
4 Cf. Ballerini, Le. p. 449, not. 25. 5 Sozom. vii. 15. 
6 Sozom. vii. 15 ; Theodoret, v. 2]. 
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said that another small Antiochian Synod under Flavian, and 
a somewhat larger Synod of twenty-five bishops at Sida in 
Pamphilia, under Amphilochius of Iconium, condemned the 
heresy of the Massalians, and excommunicated them. The 
existence of these two Synods is, however, doubtful. 

Two Synods at Carthage of 386 or 389, and 387 or 390,° 
the first of which was only an introduction to the second, were 
of no great importance. From the latter only have any acts 
come down to us, and thence alone do we obtain any informa- 
tion about the Synod held in the previous year. The second 
Synod, under Bishop Genethlius of Carthage, has left thirteen 

canons : *— 
Can. 1 (in reality the introduction to the whole rather 

than an actual canon) declares the orthodox doctrine of the 
Trinity. 

Can. 2 binds bishops, priests, and Levites to abstain from 
their wives. 

-— Can. 3. Priests may not undertake the consecration of the 
- chrism, the benediction of virgins (nuns), or the reconciliation 
_of penitents. 

Can. 4. Only when the bishop is hindered, may a priest 
with his permission undertake the reconciliation of a penitent. 

Can. 5. If a district has hitherto had no bishop, neither 
shall it have one in the future. But where a bishop has 
hitherto been, there also shall one be in the future. 

Can. 6. Persons of evil repute shall not be allowed to 
appear as accusers of bishops and priests. 

Can. 7. Whoever receives into his Church one excommuni- 
cated elsewhere shall himself be excommunicated. 

Can. 8. If a priest has been excommunicated or punished 

1 Photius, Biblioth. Cod. 52. Theodoret (iv. 11) indeed speaks with tolerable 
distinctness of the zeal of Flavian and 8S. Amphilochius against the Massalians, 
but without mentioning that Synods had been held. Cf. also Tillemont, 
Mémoires, t. viii.; the treatise, Les Massaliens, and the appended note, ii. p. 
225, and p. 352, ed. Brux. 1732. 

* Fabricii Bibl. Greca, vol. xi. p. 387. 
3 So says Marca in his Dissert. de Veter. Collect. Canonum, c. 5 (in the 

appendix to his Concordia Sacerd. et Imper. ); and Mansi, t. iii. p. 687. The 
list of the consuls in the Synodal acts is damaged by a clerical error. 

* In Hardouin, t. 1. p. 951; Mansi, t. ili. pp. 691, sqq. and pp. 867, sqq.; in 
German in Fuchs, Bibl. der Kirchenvers., vol. iii. pp. 42, sqq.- 
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by his superior, he can complain to the neighbouring bishops 
(apud vicinos episcopos conquert), that they may hear his 
affair (appeal), and reconcile him again to his bishop. If he 
does not do this, but from pride separates himself from the 
communion of his bishop, occasions a schism, and offers the 
sacrifice, he shall lose his post and incur anathema. He must 
also be far removed from the place where he has hitherto 
lived, that he may not mislead the simple. 

Can. 9. If a priest officiates anywhere without the per- 
mission of the bishop (agenda voluerit celebrare), he shall be 
deprived of his dignity. 

Can. 10. A bishop can only be judged by twelve bishops, 
a priest by six, a deacon by three bishops (besides his own).' 

Can. 11. No bishop may interfere in another diocese. 
Can. 12. No new bishop may be appointed without the 

consent of the primate. 
Can. 13. If a bishop violates these rules, which he himself 

has subscribed, he shall be shut out (deposed). 

Sec. 107. The Synods at Rome and Milan in 390. 

These Synods were occasioned by Jovinian and his heresy. 
Jovinian was a monk, whether at Milan or elsewhére 18 un- 

certain, and had for a considerable time practised great ascetic 
severity. But about 388 he approached -nearly the same 
views concerning good works as Luther, and taught (1) 
that virginity, widowhood, and married life were equally 
meritorious ; (2) also that fasting was not more meritorious 
than eating, provided the latter was done with thanksgiving ; 
(3) that all who with full faith were born again in baptism, 
could not be overcome by the devil; (4) that all who are 
saved by the grace of baptism may expect an equal reward in 
heaven (a consequence of the former views, 7.c. that there are 
no different degrees of moral virtue); lastly, (5) that Mary 
indeed conceived Christ as a virgin, but did not bear Him as 

' See below, pp. 896, sq. 
2 Baronius and Justellus have attacked the genuineness of this Council, but 

Peter de Marca (De Vet. Collect. Canonum, c. 5, n. 2 sqq.) and Pagi (Crit. ad 
Ann. 387, n. 26) have defended it. 
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a virgin, for through child-bearing her virginity ceased; for 
otherwise we must say, with the Manicheans, that the body 
of Christ was not real, but only appeared so. He, in fact, 
accused the orthodox of the Manichean and Docetic errors. 

In conformity with this doctrine, Jovinian changed his 
former ascetic life for one of easy luxury, and endeavoured to 
spread his errors partly by books and partly by other methods 
of proselytism. For this purpose he repaired under Pope 
Siricius to Rome, and persuaded several consecrated virgins 
and ascetics to marry, asking them: “Are you better than 
Sarah, Susanna, Anna, and many other holy women and men 
of the Bible?” He could not, however, draw any priests 
to his side; nay, several illustrious laymen, especially Pam- 
machius, well known through the Letters of S. Jerome, came 
forward against him, and demanded of Pope Sincius the 
condemnation of the heretic. Upon this Sincius, in 390, 
assembled his clergy at a Synod, and declared the doctrine 
of Jovinian to be contrary to the Christian law, and therefore 
that the leading teachers of the error—Jovinian, Auxentius, 
Genialis, Germinator, Felix, Plotinus, Martianus, Januanius, and 

Ingeniosus—were by divine sentence and the judgment of the 
Synod condemned and expelled from the Church. At the 
same time, the Pope sent three priests, Crescens, Leopard, 
and Alexander, with this decision to Milan to inform S. 

Ambrose, who had already come forward as a very zealous 
opponent of Jovinian, of what had taken place, and to invite 
his consent.’ 

Ambrose now, without delay, held a Provincial Synod at 
Milan, which in its Synodal Letter (without doubt the work 
of Ambrose, and still extant) highly praised the Pope for his 
care of the Church, gave a short explanation of the errors of 
Jovinian and the orthodox doctrine opposed to them, and also 
itself anathematized those persons who had been condemned 
at Rome.” 

The same Milanese Synod also very probably, in accordance 
with Siricius, declared against the Ithacians and rejected 

1 The letter of Siricius in question is found in Hard. t. i. p. 852; and Mansi, 
t. iii. p. 663. 

? Hard. t. i. p. 853; Mansi, t. iii. pp. 664, sqq. 
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Bishop Felix of Tréves,’ who had been appointed by them, 
though he was personally a very worthy man. We do not, 
indeed, possess any original documents concerning this; but 
the Synod held only a few years later, at Turin, speaks in 
its sixth canon of letters issued by Ambrose and the Pope 
against Felix. 

SEc. 108. Synod at Capua in 391. 

In 391, according to Tillemont’s reckoning,* the not un- 
important Synod of Capua was held, which is called by the 
ancients plenaria.* Its chief object was to be the termination 
of the Mefetian schism. Paulinus, one of the two orthodox 

Bishops of Antioch, had died in 388 ; but in order that the 
schism should not die out, he had first appointed as bishop 
for his small community the priest_Evagrius, although it had 
long been forbidden by the canons that a bishop should him- 
self nominate his successor. Besides this, Evagrius, in viola- 

tion of another ancient rule of the Church, was not consecrated 

by three bishops. Opposed to him on the other side was 
Bishop Flavian, the successor of Meletius, whose appointment 

also, as we have seen,’ was. not quite regular. These circum- 
stances prompted the Emperor Theodosius, upon his return to 
Constantinople from the West (in 391), to consider some 
means for the removal of the schism, and he therefore pro- 
posed to Bishop Flavian, who stood in high favour with him, 
and whom he had sent for to Constantinople, to appear in 
person at the Synod at Capua, where the whole matter should 
be impartially investigated. Flavian excused himself on 
account of the winter, which was already setting in, and thus 
satisfied the Emperor; the Synod of Capua would not, how- 
ever, decide definitely in the absence of both parties, but 
entrusted the jus cognitinis to Archbishop Theophilus of 

1 See above, p. 385. 
2 Hard. t. i. p. 959; Mansi, t. iii. p. 862. 
 Tillemont, Mémoires, t. x., note 41, Sur St. Ambroise, p. 824, ed. Brux. 

1732. Mansi also agrees with this reckoning, t. iii. p. 686. 
+ Thus in the Codex Canonum Ecclesia Afric. n. 48, in Hard. t. i. p. 886 ; 

Mansi, t. iii. p. 788. 
> See above, p. 346. 
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Alexandria and his suffragans, because they had remained 
neutral, and had not sided with either party. Thus relates 
S. Ambrose in his letter to Theophilus,’ from which we also 
learn that this attempt at a pacification did not produce the 
desired result. 

The second matter which occupied the Synod of Capua was 
the erroneous doctrine of Bishop Bonosus of Sardica,> who had 
denied _the perpetual virginity of Mary, and maintained that 
she had borne several sons besides Jesus. The Synod came 
to a similar decision as with regard to the Meletian schism, 
and entrusted the fuller examination and decision of the affair 
of Bonosus to his neighbours, the bishops of Macedonia, under 
the presidency of the Archbishop of Thessalonica. Further 
details are not known, for the only authority on this is a 
short letter from an unknown person which is appended to 
another letter, probably written by Ambrose.“ 

Finally, the Synod of Capua also published several rules of 
discipline, of which the Codex Canonum Ecclesie Africane 
mentions the following: “No one may be a second time 
baptized, or a second time ordained, and bishops shall not be 

translated from one See to another.” ® 

Sec. 109. Synod at Hippo in 393° 

Of considerably greater importance was the great African 
Synod which took place in 393 at Hippo Regius, the first of —a eee 

1 Ambrosii Hpist. LVI. t. iii. p. 1089, ed. Venet. Cf. Baunard (canon at 
Orleans), Gesch. des hl. Ambrosius, German Trans. by Bittl, Freibg. 1873, p. 347. 

2 For a further account of the Meletian schism and its termination, see my 
treatise concerning it in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer and Welte, vol. vii. p. 45. 

* That this Bonosus was meant appears from the letter (of Ambrose) to be 
quoted in the following note, and it is very well proved by Remi Ceillier, Hisé. 
Générale des Auteurs Sacrés, etc., t. v. p. 709. 

4 The Benedictines suppose this letter, although in it the passage frater noster 
Ambrosius occurs, to be composed by Ambrose himself in the name of a Synod 
which took place somewhat later than that of Capua. Lucas, Holstenius, and 

others ascribe it to Pope Siricius. Cf. note b of the Benedictines on S. Ambros. 
Opp. t. iii. p. 1091, ed. Venet. 

5 Cod. Can. Eccl. Afric. n. 48, in Hard. t. i. p. 886; Mansi, t. iii. p. 738. 
¢ What Ferdinand Ribbeck, in his work, Donatus und Axngustinus (Elberfeld, 

1858, pp. 288, sqq.), says concerning the Synod of Hippo is necessarily wrong in 
many points, because the critical researches of the Ballerini were quite unknown 
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those numerous and renowned assemblies of the Church at 
which Aurelius, Archbishop of Carthage since the year 391, 
presided. Besides him, very many other bishops of different 
provinces in Africa were present, so that Possidius, in his Life 
of S. Augustine, called this Synod a plenarium totius Africe 
Conciliwm. He adds, that at the desire of the bishops, S. 
Augustine, then still a priest at Hippo, delivered before the 
Synod his discourse De Fide et Symbolo, which is preserved 
to us in his work bearing the same title. The Byzacene 
metropolitan, Musonius, however, who was probably himself 
present at this Synod, explained its object by saying that “ it 
had effected a salutary amendment of discipline.” ? . 

The complete acts of the Synod have been lost, but we still 
possess its heading, which runs thus: “ Gloriosissimo Imperatore 
Theodosio Augusto III. et Abundantio viris carissimis con- 
sulibus, VIII., Idus Octobris, Hippone Regio in secretario Basilice 

Pacis.”"* We see hence that the Synod was held on October 
8, 398, in the Secretarium of the Basilica of Peace at Hippo 
Regius. These words are found in the Codex Canonum 
Ecclesie Africane,;s as a later African Synod had all the 
canons of the Council held under Aurelius read again. But 
unfortunately Dionysius Exiguus, who collected these African 
canons, inserted only the heading of the acts of Hippo, and 
not the canons.’ 

For further particulars concerning the Synod of Hippo we 
are, however, indebted to the third Carthaginian Synod in 
397. To this Synod the bishops of the Byzacene province 
were also invited; they, however, contented themselves with 

sending their declaration in writing to the primate, Aurelius 
of Carthage, adding to this letter an abridgment (breviatio or 
breviarvum) of the canons of Hippo, and expressing a desire 
for their renewal The third Synod of Carthage granted this 

to him, and he had not even an available text of the abbreviated statutes of 
Hippo. 

1 Possidius, Vita Augustini, c. 7. 
2 In his Synodal Letter in Mansi, t. iii. p. 893; Hard. t. i. p. 969. 
3 In Mansi, t. iii. p. 782; Hard. t. i. p. 882. 
4In Hardouin and Mansi, li.ce. 
5 He says: ‘‘Gesta hujus Concilii ideo descripta non sunt, quia ea, que ibi 

statuta sunt, in superioribus probantur inserta.” Hardouin and Mansi, U.cc. 
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wish, and had this abridgment of the canons read out." 
Through it we learn the chief contents of the canons of 
Hippo ;? but the real text of this breviatio was itself very 
doubtful, until the Ballerini, by the use of extremely ancient 
and excellent codices, succeeded in restoring its original form.’ 

This abridgment contains in the first line a Latin version 
of the Nicene Creed (without, the additions of Constantinople), 
which was published anew and approved by the Synod at 
Hippo. Then follow first four, and then thirty-nine abridged 
canons of Hippo, so arranged that they form two distinct 
collections. The second series has even a heading of its own, 
Incipit brevis statutorum, but these words are a later addition, 

and both alike belong to the same Synod of Hippo. 
The four first canons run thus :*— 
1. All African provinces shall be guided by the Church of 

Carthage with regard to the feast_of Easter, concerning which 
an error has arisen. 

2. The Bishop Cresconius of Villa Regis shall be content 
with his Church, and shall not lay claim to the See of 
Tubunz ; and, in general, no one shall assume rights over 
another diocese. 

3. Mauretania Sitifensis may have a primate of its own.’ 
4, As the bishops of the first Sees (prime sedes) agree, the 

primates of the other provinces also shall, if disputes arise, be 
appointed in accordance with the advice of the Bishop of 
Carthage. 

1 Cf. the declaration of the third Council of Carthage in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 915 
and 733; Hard. t. i. p. 882, after c. 38 in the Cod. Canon Kecl. Afric. 

' 2 The objections raised against this, fot instance, by Remi Ceillier (t. x. p. 665), 
were removed by the Ballerini in their edition of the works of Leo I., t. iii. pp. 78, 
sqq., printed in Mansi, t. ili. pp. 909, sqq. 

3 In vol. iii. of the works of Leo, p. 88 ; in Mansi, t. iii. p. 917. The earlier 
inaccurate text is found in Hard. t. i. p. 971; Mansi, t. iii. p. 894. 

‘That this creed really belonged to the Synod of Hippo is shown by the 
Ballerini, U.c. Prafat. p. 80, sec. 3. 

5 §. Leonis M. Opp. ed. Ballerini, t. iii. p. 90, note 80; in Mansi, t. iii. p. 
932, n. 30. 

¢ In Mansi, t. iil. p. 917. 
7It had hitherto belonged to the Numidian primacy. Cf. No. 17 in the 

Codex Can. Keel. Afric., and Van Espen, Comment. in Canones, etc., p. 315. 
Moreover, according to the African usage, ‘‘ primas” is identical with ‘‘ prirnae 
sedis episcopus" or ‘‘senex.”” While in other provinces the bishop of the i" 
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The second series contains the following :'— | 
1. The readers may not pronounce the form of salutation to 

the people.” No one may be ordained, nor any virgin con- 
secrated, under twenty-five ; only persons well instructed in 

— e 

the Holy Scriptures shall be promoted to the clerical office. 
2. The Synodal laws shall be enjoined upon the bishops 

and clergy. 
3. During the holy days of Easter the catechumens shall 

have nothing consecrated (sacramentum) given them except 
the customary salt, guia st jideles per illos dies sacramentum 
non mutant, nec catechumenos oportet mutare (1.¢., a8 in the days 
of Easter the faithful only bring for consecration the customary 
wine and bread, not honey, milk, etc., so also there shall be 

no change with regard to the catechumens). 
4. The Eucharist shall not be given to dead bodies, nor 

baptism conferred upon them. 
5. Every year a Council shall take place, to which all 

ecclesiastical provinces shall send their deputies. But from 
Tripolis one only need come, on account of the poverty of its 
bishops. ; 

6. A bishop must be accused before the primate of the 
province, and he may not be suspended without further pro- 
ceedings, unless, having been summoned by the primate, he 
has not appeared within a month. 

7. But if the accused will not appear at the annual Con- 
cilium Universale (the African General Council), he is excom- 
municated, and may not communicate even in his own diocese.’ 
The same punishment is incurred by the accuser if, when 
summoned to prove his charge, he does not appear. 

8. If a priest is accused, the bishop, with five neighbouring 

metropolis wes also the head of the ecclesiastical province, and therefore called 
metropolitan, in Africa the arrangement was that the bishop who had been 
longest consecrated was head of the province, and his See called prima sedes (cf. 
vol. i. pp. 162, 174; Marea, De Primatibus, pp. 10 sq., in the Appendix to De 

Concord. Sacerd. et Imperiti ; and Van Espen, l.c. p. 357). But disputes often 
arose as to seniority, and the following canon is designed to meet them. Carthage 
was the only exception in Africa, as the Episcopal See of this civil capital was at 
once the first and also the Patriarchal See of Africa. 

1 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 919, sqq. 
* [The ‘‘ Dominus vobiscum,” restricted to those in holy orders. ] 
* We find a milder decision in canon 11. See below, p. 425. 
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colleagues, shall investigate the matter; but if it concerns a 
deacon, with two colleagues. Accusations against others the 
bishop alone investigates and decides. 

9. If a bishop or any cleric despises the ecclesiastical 
court, and brings his cause before a secular court, he shall, if 

it is a criminal case, be deposed; but if a civil case, he must 
* yield the advantage gained, if he would retain his office. 

10. If an appeal is made from an ecclesiastical court to a 
higher ecclesiastical tribunal, this shall not injure the judges 
of the court of first instance, unless it can be proved that they 
have been purposely unjust. But if, with the consent of both 
parties, arbiters have been appointed, no appeal takes place. 

11. The sons of the bishops and clergy may not join in 
secular plays, or witness them. 

12. The sons of the bishops and clergy shall not marry 
heathens, heretics, or schismatics. 

13. Bishops and clergy shall not make their sons inde- 
pendent too early, before their morals are firmly established. 

14. Bishops and clergy shall not make any one their heir 
who is not a Catholic Christian, not even if he is a relation. 

15. Bishops, priests, and deacons shall not be agents 

(procuratores) for others, nor shall they undertake any office 
which might oblige them to travel, and keep them from their 
ecelesiastical duties. 

16. Strange women may not live with clerics. 
17. No one may be ordained bishop, priest, or deacon, who 

has not first made all his household Catholic Christians. 
18. When the readers have attained the age of puberty, 

they must either marry or make a vow of continence. 
19. No one may keep or promote a strange cleric or reader 

in his church without the consent of the bishop. 
20. No one may be ordained who has not been approved, 

either by examination or by the testimony of the people. 
"21. In prayer, no one shall address the Son instead of the 

Father, or the Father instead of the Son, except at the altar, 
when prayer shall always be addressed to the Father. No 
one shall make use of strange forms of prayer, without having 
first consulted well-instructed brethren (nisi prius cas cum 
instructioribus fratribus contulerit). 
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22. No cleric shall receive back more than he has lent. 
23. At the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Christ, 

nothing shall be offered but bread and wine mixed with 
water. 

24. The unmarried clergy (of inferior orders) may not visit 
virgins or widows without the permission of the bishops or 
priests, and even then not alone. Neither may bishops and 
priests visit such persons alone, but only in the company of 
clerics or worthy laymen. 

25. The bishop of a prima sedes' shall not be called 
princeps sacerdotum or summus sacerdos, but simply prime 
sedis episcopus. 

26.. Clerics may not enter inns to eat or drink, except 
when travelling. 

27. Bishops may not travel across the sea (ta Europe) 
without the consent of the bishop of the prima sedes, from 
whom they must also have the littere formate. 

28. The sacrament of the altar shall always be celebrated 
fasting, except on the anniversary of its institution, Cena 
Domini (Maundy Thursday). 

29. Bishops and clergy shall have no meals in the church,’ 
unless when necessary for the refreshment of guests, and then 
none of the people shall be admitted. 

30. The time of penance shall be appointed by the bishop 
in proportion to the greatness of the sin. Priests may not 
absolve (reconcile) any penitents, without the consent of the 
bishop, unless the bishop is absent, and it is a case of neces- 
sity. If an offence is publicly known, the penitent shall 
receive the imposition of hands before the apsis (therefore in 
public). 

31. If virgins dedicated to God have no parents, they shall 
be entrusted by the bishop or priest to respectable women, 
with whom they must live, in order not to injure their 
reputation. 

1 See above, p. 395. 
*-This canon appears to have been suggested by Augustine in specie, as he 

shortly before, in 892, complained to Bishop Aurelius of the scandals which 
took place at the agape in the martyr chapels and cemeteries. See Aug. 
Epist. 22. 
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32. Sick persons, no longer able to speak, but whose 
relations testify that they had desired baptism, shall be 
baptized. 

33. Actors and apostates who return to the faith shall not 
be refused reconciliation. 

34. A priest may not consecrate virgins without the 
consent of the bishop, and he must never consecrate the 
chrism. 

35. Clerics shall not stay in a strange town, unless the 
bishops or priests of the place have recognised the sufficiency 
of their reasons for so doing. 

36. Besides the canonical Scriptures, nothing shall be read, 
in the church, under the title of “divine writings.” The 
canonical books are :—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, 

Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, the four books of Kings, 
the two books of Paraleipomena (Chronicles), Job, the Psalms 

of David, the five books of Solomon, the twelve books of the 

(Minor) Prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Ezekiel, Tobias, 

Judith, Esther, two books of Esdras, two books of the Macca- 

bees. The books of the New Testament are :—the four Gospels, 
the Acts of the Apostles, thirteen Epistles of S. Paul, one Epistle 
of S. Paul to the Hebrews, two Epistles of S. Peter, three 
Epistles of S. John, the Epistle of S. James, the Epistle of S. 
Jude, the Revelation of S. John. Concerning the confirmation 
of this canon, the transmarine Church shall be consulted. On 

the anniversaries of martyrs, their acts shall also be read. 
37. The old rule of the Councils, that no Donatist ecclesiastic 

shall be received into the Church otherwise than among the 
laity, remains in force, except as regards those who have never 
rebaptized, or those who desire to join the Church with their 
congregations (that is, such shall retain their clerical office). 
But the transmarine Church shall be consulted on this point, 
as also on the question whether the children of Donatists, who 
have received Donatist baptism, not of their own free will 
but at the desire of their parents, are to be excluded from 
being accepted for the service of the altar, on account of the 
error of their parents.’ 

‘' Two further canons, which the Ballerini adopt, belong, according to their 
own observation, not to the abridgment of the Synod of Hippo, but one to the 
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Further information about this Synod is supplied by an 
African Council held in 525, under Boniface of Carthage, at 
which several of its decisions were read out and renewed.’ 
According to this, two Mauretanian bishops, Cecilian and 
Theodorus, proposed at the Synod of Hippo, that in future the 
Bishop of Carthage should annually announce by letter to 
the bishops of the higher Sees the day appointed for the feast 
of Easter; and when Bishop Aurelius, as president of the 
Synod, had made inquiry all round as to whether the propo- 
sition was approved, it was unanimously accepted. As we 
have already seen, the Epitome of the canons of Hippo also 
contains this decision.? 

The same Bishop Cecilian, in union with his colleague 
Honoratus, also a Mauretanian, made a second proposition, 

that the Bishop of Sitifi should be appointed episcopus prime 
sedis for Mauretania. He was to be chosen by the Provincial 
Synod, but his election was to be signified to the Bishop of 
Carthage, from whom he would receive instructions. Aurelius 
of Carthage brought this question also under discussion. The 
Bishops Epigonius of Bulla Regia, and Megalius of Calama in 
Numidia, took part in it, and it was at last unanimously 
resolved that each province might have its episcopus prime 
sedis, on condition that none should be appointed without the 
knowledge of the Bishop of Carthage, so that the authority 
of his See should remain intact. These bishops were also 
always to give account of their acts to the Bishop of 
Carthage.’ 

We further learn from the African Codex ‘that, at a 

later African Synod, perhaps the third of Carthage, the 
ishop Epigonius remarked that “nothing should be added to 
he Breviarium” of the Synod of Hippo, except that the 
ay appointed for Easter should always be given notice of 
uring the annual General Council, and not afterwards by 

third Council of Carthage in 397 (its second), the other to the Council of 
Carthage in 401. Cf. Ballerini, Hdit. Opp. 8. Leonis, t. iii. p. 102, note 10, 
p. 108, note 18. 
* + In Hardouin, t. ii. p. 1080; Mansi, t. viii. p. 646. 

* See above, p. 395, canon 1. 
3 The Epitome gives this resolution in Nos. 3 and 4 of its first series. Sco 

above, pp. 395, sq. 

I. 2C 
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letter! From the fifty-third, seventy-third, and ninety-fourth 
canons of the same Codex, we learn that this Synod also 
ordered that an African General Council should be held 
annually on the 23d August, and that each province should 
then be visited.? Lastly, the Carthaginian deacon Ferrandus, 
a well-known collector of canons of the sixth century, cites a 
few more canons supposed to be of the Synod of Hippo? 

Sec. 110. Synod at Nimes in 394. | 

The Gallican National Synod at Nimes, of which Sulpicius 
Severus speaks in his second Dialogue‘ and after him Venantius 
Fortunatus, in his Life of S. Martin, belongs to the year 394. 
Sulpicius Severus relates that §, Martin refused to be present 
at a synod agpud Nemausum (since he joined with the Itha- 
cians in making Felix bishop of Tréves, he would never again 
take part in any synod),’ but that he was informed by an 
angel of all that took place there. This happened when 
Martin was at sea with Sulpicius Severus; and it appeared 
on further inquiry that the Synod of Nimes was held on 
that very day, and that what was told him by the angel 
had actually been resolved upon—No more was known of 
this Synod till, in 1743, Ignatius Roderique brought its 
acts to light in his Correspondance des Savans, printed at 
Cologne. They were also printed three years later, in a work 
published at Leipzig.® This publication remained almost 
entirely unnoticed, so that it was believed that Dr. Knust 
had first discovered the Acts of the Synod of Nimes in a 
manuscript of the sixth century, formerly belonging to 
the library at Cologne, but now to that of Darmstadt; and 
this was my own view when my first edition of this history 
appeared. They were originally communicated by Dr. Knust 
to the Bulletin of the Société de [Histoire de France of 1839, 

1 Mansi, t. iii. p. 788; Hard. t. i. p. 882. 
2 Manzi, t. iii, pp. 742, 775, 799; Hard. t. i. pp. 887, 908, 919. 
3 In Justell. Biblioth. Jur. Can. t. i. pp. 449, 450, 451, 454. 
* Sulpicius Severus, Dialogus 2, n. 15. 
5 See above, p. 385. 
® Fortgesetzten Sammlung von allen und neuen Theol. Sachen, Bichern, etc., 

Leipzig, 1746 ; cf. Walch, Historie der Kirchenvers. p. 233. 
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and from thence found their way into the Freiburg Theo- 
logical Magazine in 1844." As these Acts are not found in 
any collection of Councils, they were inserted, with the notes 

of Knust and the notice of them in the Bulletin, in the second 

volume of the first edition of this work, and this led Professor 
Abbé Lévéque of Nimes to publish a little monograph on 
that Council? Many of the remarks and suggestions for the 
amendment of the text made use of here have also been 
brought forward by Dr. Nolte in his criticism of the little 
work of Lévéque.® 

According to Knust, the Acts run thus :— 
“Incipit sancta Synodus que convenit in civitatem Nemau- 

sensem, Kal. Octobris, dominis Archadio et Honorio Augustis 
consulibus. 

“Episcopis per Gallias et septem provincias‘* salutem. 
Cum ad Nemausensem Ecclesiam, ad tollenda Ecclesiarum 

scandala discessionemque sanandam (in Roderique, dissensionenv 
sedandam) pacis studio venissemus,’ multa utilitati congrua, 
secundum regulam discipline, placuit provideri. 

“TI. In primis quia multi, de ultimis Orientis partibus 
venientes (the Manicheans) presbyteros et diaconos se esse 
confingunt, ignota cum suscriptione apostholia* ignorantibus 
ingerentes, quidam (perhaps gui dum) spem infidelium (in- 
stead of ‘spem infidelium, read specie jfideliwm) sumptum 
stepemque captantur (read captant), sanctorum communione 
specize (read speciem) simulate religionis (add siz) inpreemunt 
(inprimunt): placuit nobis, (add wz) si qui fuerint ejusmodi, si 
tamen communis Ecclesiz causa non fuerit, ad ministerium 

altarii (altars) non admittantur. 

1 Freiburger Zeitschrift fir Theologie, vol. xi. p. 465. 
3 Le Concile de Ntmes et S. Felix, Hvéque de cette ville 2 la fin du iv* Siecle, 

Nimes, 1870. 
* Reusch, Theol. Literaturblatt, 1870, No. 23. 
* The ‘‘septem provincia ” are :—Alpes maritime, Viennensis, Narbonnensis 

I. et 11., Aquitania I. et 11., Novempopulania. See Lévéque, lc. 8. 
® The divisions which were to be combated at Nimes were occasioned (a) by 

the Ithacians and their Bishop Felix of Tréves, (6) by the intrusion of Priscil- 
lianism, and (c) by the arrival of Manichean sectaries who had been driven from 
the East by the imperial edict of 889. 

6 ‘Letters of peace” = “‘epistolia.” See canon 6, and cf. canon 18 of the Synod 
of Orleans in 533. 
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“II. Dlud etiam a quibusdam suggestum est, ut contra 
apostolicam disciplinam, incognito usque in hoc tempus in 
ministerlum femingz nescio quo loco levviticum videantur 
adsumpte; quod quidem, quia indecens est, non admittit 
ecclesiastica disciplina ; et contra rationem facta talis ordinatio 
distruatur (read destruatur): providendum, ne quis sibi hoc 
ultra preesumat.” 

This canon is directed against the Priscillianists. 
“III. Tlud etiam repetere secundum canonem placuit, ut 

nullus episcopus sive clericum sive laicum, a suo episcopo 
judicatum, in communionem admittat inlicitam. 

“TV. Neque sibi alter episcopus de clerico alterius, incon- 
sulto episcopo cujus minister est, judicium vindicet. 

“V. Additum etiam est, ut, quia multi, sub specie pere- 
grinationis, de ecclesiarum conlatione luxoriant, victura 
(victuaria) non omnibus detur (dentur) ; unusquisque volun- 
tarium, non indictum, habeat de hac prestatione judicium. 

“VI. Ministrorum autem quicunque peregrina quibuscun- 
que necessitatibus petunt, ab episcopis tantum apostolia 
suscribantur. 

“VII. Addi etiam placuit, ut, quia frequenter Ecclesiis de 
libertorum tuitione inferuntur injuri, sive qui a viventibus 
manumittuntur, sive quibus libertas ultima testatione con- 
scribitur: placuit Synodo, ut si fidelis persona contra fidem 
et contra defunctorum voluntatem venire temptaverit, com- 
municantes, qui contra Ecclesiam veniunt, extra Ecclesiam 
fiant; catechumenis vero nisi inreligiositate pietatem mu- 
taverint, gratia considerata secundum Deum per inspec- 
tionem tradatur ” (important for the history of the abolition of 
slavery). : 

“Ego Aprunculus? subscripsi. 
“Ego Ursus? subscripsi. 

' Perhaps the same who in the Gallia Christ. (t. i. col. 78) is mentioned 
among the five first Bishops of Auch, and in him we must recognise the 
president of the Synod of Nimes. 

2 He was supposed to be the Ursus whose consecration was declared invalid by 
Pope Zosimus in 417 (Mansi, t. iv. p. 361); but Abbé Lévéque shows (p. 19) that 
this Ursus only became bishop about 411. He suggests ‘‘ Ursio,”’ an otherwise 
unknown Gallican bishop, who is mentioned in canon 3 of the Synod of Turin 
of 401. 
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“Ego Genialis' pro me, et pro fratre Syagrio,? sub- 
scrips 

“Ego Alitius® pro me, et pro fratre Apro,* subscripsi. 
i Ego Feelix ® subscripsi. 
" Ego Solinus subscripsi. 
“Ego Adelfus ° subscripsi. 
“Ego Remigius’ subscripsi. 
“Ego Epetemius * subscripsi. 
“ Ego Modestus ° subscripsi. 
“Ego Eusebius ” subscripsi. 
“Ege Octavius ™ subscripsi. 
“Ego Nicesius ”  Subseripsi. 
“Ego Evantius * subscripsi. 
“Ego Ingenuus * subscripsi. 

' The only well-known bishop of this name in Gauf was S. Genialis, the first 
Bishop of Cavaillon, who is supposed to have lived somewhere about the year 
322 (Gallia Christ. t. i. p. 940). According to this document, the time of his 

episcopate might be placed about seventy years later, as no bishop was known 
of between him and Bishop Julian, who occupied that See from 439 to 451. 

? Perhaps the first Bishop of Tarbes (Gallia Christ. i. 1225). 
3 Is he the Bishop of Cahors mentioned by Gregory of Tours in book ii. c. 13 

of his history? But this Alitius was then still a priest. See Lévéque, lc. p. 20. 
* Not the renowned Bishop Aper of Toul, who lived in the latter part of the 

fifth century. Cf. Lévéque, Uc. p. 20. 
5 Bishop of Nimes, crucified by the Vandals in the beginning of the fifth 

century. Gallia Christ. t. i. instrumenta (in the Appendix), pp. 136, 137 ; cf. 
Lévéque, l.c. pp. 22, sqq. 

® Perhaps Bishop of Limoges (Gallia Chris¢. ii. 501). 
7 At the Synod of Turin in 401 this Remigius, together with Octavius and | 

Treferius mentioned below, was acquitted of the charge of having performed 
some unlawful consecrations. His See is unknown. 

6 Perhaps S. Apodemius, who in 407 went from the shores of the ocean 
and the furthest boundaries of Gaul to Bethlehem, in quest of S. Jerome (S. 
Hieron. Opp. ed. Bened, t. i. P. i. pp. 168, 188). ) 

® The fourth Bishop of Meaux. 
© First Bishop of Vence (Gallia Christ. iii. 1212). 
11 See above, note 7. 
12 This Bishop and Urbanus, mentioned below, are probably the same “aha 

also signed the decrees at the Council of Valence in 374 (cf. supr. p. 289). Tille- 
mont supposes Nicesius to have been Bishop of Mayence (Tillemont, Mémoires, t. 
viii. p. 235, ed. Brux. 1732). Addo’s Chronicle, however, mentions an Archbishop 
Nicesius of Vienne. 

23S. Evantius (Ovan) was the seventh Bishop of Autun. 
34 Perhaps the same who in 440 still occupied the See of Embrun. But, in 

that case, he could not have been present at the Council of Orleans in 461, as 

Mabillon believed. 
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“Evo Aratus subscripsi. 
“Ego Urbanus’ subscripsi. 
“Ego Melanius’ subscripsi. 
“Ego Treferius* subscripsi. 
“Explicit. Episcopi numero xxi.” 
From the heading of this Synod it appears that it was 

held under the Consuls Arcadius and Honorius. These two 
Emperors were, however, three times consuls together, in 394, 

396,and 402. This last date will not suit; for, according to 

what has just been said, S. Martin was still living at the time 
of the Synod of Nimes, and he died in the year 400. Thus 
there remain only the dates 394 and 396, and of these the 
former is the more probable, because in the heading of the 
Acts zterum does not follow consulibus. 

Sec. 111. The Four First Carthaginian Synods under Aurelius, 
and the Synods of Adrumetum and Constantinople. 

As we have seen, Archbishop Aurelius of Carthage opened 
his series of Synods with that of Hippo in 393. These were 
followed, during his time of office, by twenty more, almost all 

held at Carthage itself, which had already in ancient times come 
to be separately numbered. The first of them belongs to the 
year 394; we, however, know no more of it than that several 
bishops from Proconsular Africa were chosen to go as envoys to 

- the Synod of Adrumetum.‘ It is thence inferred that this Synod 
of Carthage was only a provincial one, while that of Adrumetum 
was an African General Synod. More than this is not known+ 

In the same year, 394, a Synod also took place at Congtan- 
tinople under the presidency of the Archbishop Nectarius, to 
decide between the claims of two bishops, Gebadius and Aga- 
plus, to the See of Bostra in Arabia; a matter which really 
belonged to the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Antioch.® On 

1 Probably S. Urban, Bishop of Langres. Cf. p. 405, note 12. 
* §. Melanius of Troyes. Cf. Lévéque, lc. p.22.  *Cf. supr. p. 405, note 7. 

_ 4This account is contained in the Collect. Can. Eccl. Afric. after c. 33; 
Mansi, t. iii. p. 782; Hard. t. i. p. 882. 

5 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 854, sq. ; cf. Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 
51, sqq. 

6 Hergenréther, Photius, vol. i. p. 37. 
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this occasion it was decided that in future a bishop could 
only be deposed by a greater synod, and by the sentence of 
the bishops of the province, and not simply by three other 
bishops. 

If we turn again to Carthage, we shall find that two 
Synods, often not properly distinguished from each other, were 
held there in 397. One of these (the Second of Carthage) 
was held under Aurelius on the 26th of June, the other (the 
Third of Carthage) on the 28th of August. Of the first 
we have only one piece of information in the African Codez, 
between the numbers 56 and 57, which says that it was 
held on the sixth of the Kalends of July, under the Consuls 
Cesarius and Atticus, and that it prescribed that no bishop 
should make a sea voyage without littere formate from the 
primate.* But from the third Carthaginian Synod, of the 
28th August 397, Acts have come down to us. In accord- 
ance with the rule of Hippo’ this Synod was announced for 
the 23d August; but as the deputies of several African pro- 
vinces did not immediately appear, the opening was post- 
poned for some days.* The deputies of Mauretania Sitifensis, 
however, declared that on account of the distance they could 
not wait so long. Like them, the bishops of the Byzacene 
province, with Musonius or Mizonius at their head, had 

arrived considerably earlier, and had already, on the Ides 
of August, held an assembly with Archbishop Aurelius of 
Carthage—a preliminary Synod—in which they rejected the 
abridgment of the decisions of Hippo, already well known to 
us, and gave him a letter, still extant, which they and Aurelius 
together addressed to the approaching African General Synod.* 

When they were assembled on the 28th of August, the 

1 Mansi, t. iii. p. 851; Hard. t. i. p. 955; Assemani, Biblioth. Juris. Orient. 
t. iii. pp. 2, 11 sq. 

* Mansi, t. iii. p. 752; Hard. t. i. p. 894. 3 See above, p. 401. 
* Cf. the heading and the introductory words of this Synod in the Codex 

Canon. Kecl. Afric. between c. 83 and 34. Mansi, t. iii. p. 783; Hard. t. i. 
p. 882. 

5 It is a mistake to suppose that this letter was only addressed to those 
Byzacene bishops who remained at home, and the objections of Hardouin and- 
others to the signature of Aurelius are equally untenable. Cf. Ballerini, Opp. 
S. Leonis, t. iii. p. lxxx. n. ii. p. 87, nota 12. On this Synod cf. also Van 
Espen, Commentar. tn Canones, etc. Colon. 1755, p. 325. 
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Synod had these documents read aloud, gave its consent to 
the Breviariwm, renewed the decisions it contained (as well as 
the Nicene formula), and added some fresh rules without 
distinguishing them from those of the Breviarium by special 
numbers. There are, however, but few of these additions.’ 
In the first the Bishops Honoratus and Urbanus, as envoys 
of the Mauretanian Province of Sitifi, again complain of 
Bishop Cresconius of Villa Regis, who, in spite of the decision 
of Hippo (canon 2), still retained possession of the See of 
Tubune, and beg for permission to invoke the aid of the civil 
governor of the province against him (an appeal to the secular 
arm). The Synod granted their request.’ 

In the second the same bishops propose that it should be 
directed that a bishop may only be consecrated by twelve others. 
On the motion of Aurelius, however, this was not agreed to; 

but the Nicene rule was renewed, according to which at least 
three bishops were necessary to consecrate another. 

The third treats of a case in which the fitness of a newly- 
elected bishop is questioned, and orders that the matter shall 
be investigated, and the consecration shall not take place till 
the inquiry is over. 

The fourth renews the decisions of Hippo as to the feast of 
Easter, and the annual visitation of each province to take 
place at the time of the General Council.’ — 

In the fifth, Bishop Epigonius said that nothing should be 
added to that which was inserted in the Breviarium by the 
Synod of Hippo, except that the time appointed for Easter 
should always be announced at the Council. The rest refers 
to the appointment of new bishops, and forbids the confirma- 
tion of those priests who from pride seek to separate their 
parishes from the diocese to which they have hitherto belonged, 
in order themselves to become bishops. But those bishops 
who separate themselves from their colleagues, and entirely 
refuse to appear at the Synods, shall not only not be allowed 
to retain their dioceses undivided, but they must with the 

1See Mansi, t. iii. pp. 926, sqq. For the sake of brevity we only give here 
these new portions, and refer for the second Breviarinm to pp. 394, sqq. above. 

* Cf. Kober, Der Kirchenbann, Tiibingen, 1863, p. 440. 
3 See above, pp. 395, 400. 
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help of the public authority (brachium seculare) be banished 
from their Sees. 

The sixth (in Mansi wrongly given as the seventh) is no 
more than the application of the nineteenth canon of Hippo 
to a special case." 

Lastly, the seventh confirms the prerogative of the Bishop 
of Carthage with regard to the appointment and consecration 
of other bishops, and acknowledges his right to transfer the 
clergy from one diocese to another for the good of the Church. 

At the end, forty-three bishops in all subscribed the decrees, 
among whom was S. Augustine. The Acts of this Synod were 
first accurately reproduced by the Ballerini,’ after whom Mansi 
adopted them in an amended form in his Collection of Councils.’ 

. One hundred and four canons (Baluze thinks 105) are 
ascribed to a fourth Carthaginian Synod in 398 (Honorio Iv. 
ct Eutychiano consulibus), according to the heading of which 
214 bishops were present; and these canons are found in the 
old Spanish, as well as in the pseudo-Isidorian collection, and in 
Hardouin.* Christopher Justellus, however, and other ancient 
scholars have raised objections to the real existence of this 
Synod; and the Ballerini have shown that many old codices 
did not ascribe this collection of 104 canons to a Council of 
Carthage, but gave them the general title of Statuta Ecclesie 
Antiqua, or a similar one.” These codices also give the canons 
in a different, indeed the original order, as the Ballerini again 
show ;° while the Spanish collection has arranged the separate 
canons more in accordance with their contents. The conclu- 
sion obtained from the researches of the Ballerini is, that these 

104 canons are certainly very old, but that the heading which 
ascribes them to the Carthaginian Synod of 396 is spurious. A 
synod of 214 bishops would have been the greatest and most 

1 See above, p. 391. 
* In their edition of the works of Leo, t. iii. pref. pp. Ixxtx.-lxxxvii. Fuchs 

followed the Ballerini in his Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 58, sqq. 
* Mansi, t. iii. pp. 916-930. In the same volume, pp. 875, sqq., Mansi also 

gives the older and less accurate revision of the Synodal Acts. Only the latter 
is found in Hard. t. i. pp. 959, sqq. 

* See Hardouin, t. i. pp. 975, sqq. ; Mansi, t. iii. Pp. 945, qq. 
® In their edition of the works of Leo the Great, t. iii. p. lxxxviii. 
* The Ballerini have edited these 104 canons according to their original order, 

ic. pp. 653, sqq. 
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remarkable among the African Synods, and yet nothing is 
known of such an one in 398. It is not mentioned either by 
Dionysius Exiguus, or by Ferrandus, or by the Carthaginian 
Synod of 525, which renewed so many canons of more 
ancient African Synods. Besides this argumentum ex silentio, 
there is also positive evidence against the Synod in question. 
For instance, the first canon (according to another arrange- 
ment the prowmium) plainly refers to Pelagianism, and even 
to Nestorianism and Monophysitism ; besides which, the same 
canon speaks of metropolitans, which expression was not used 
in Africa. As we have already seen, prime sedis episcopus, 
senex, and primas were used instead.’ To this must be added 
that Donatian of Telepte (Talabricensis), who in the signa- 
tures to the 104th canon appears as episcopus prime sedis, did 
not in 398 possess this dignity. Moreover, the 104 canons 
do not proceed from one and the same Synod, nor even 
from several Carthaginian Synods, but the whole is the com- 
pilation of a private individual, who collected that number 
of ancient canons, partly from African and partly from other 
Synods, of which many were Eastern ones, for which reason 

in the Italian manuscripts his work obtained the title of 
Statuta Orientis.* Probably this collection originated after 
the commencement of the Pelagian and Monophysite contro- 
versies, but still before the end of the sixth century, when it 

was adopted into other collections.‘ 
The often quoted canons of this supposed fourth Synod of 

Carthage run thus :— 
1. He who is to be ordained bishop must first be ex- 

amined whether he is prudent, teachable, of gentle manners, 

etc.; above all, whether he openly acknowledges the chief 
points of the faith, ue. that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 

are one God, that Christ has two natures, and yet is only one 
Person ;* whether he believes that the Old and New Testa- 
ments have only one Author and God; that the devil is 

1 See above, p. 395, note 7. 
3 Ballerini, J.c. p. xc. 3 Ballerini, Zc. pp. Ixxxix.-xei. 
4 Ballerini, /.c. p. xci. On this supposed Synod, cf. also P. de Marea, De 

Veter. Collect. Can. c. 7, in the appendix to his work, Concord. Sacerd. e¢ Imp. 
5 Against Nestorianism, or against the views of Liborius. See below. ' 
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not wicked by nature, but of his own free will; whether he 
believes in the resurrection of this flesh, and in the judgment ; 
whether he does not disapprove marriage, or condemn second 
marriages, or the eating of flesh; whether he has communion 
with reconciled penitents, and believes that in baptism all 
sins, original sin as well as wilful sins, are remitted, and that 

extra Ecclesiam Catholicam nullus salvatur' If he passes the 
examination he shall be consecrated bishop, with the consent 
of the clergy and laity, in the presence of all the bishops of 
the province, and especially with the authority of the metro- 
politan. He must also be of the prescribed age. 

2. When a bishop is consecrated, two bishops must hold the 
book of the gospels over his head and his neck, and while one 
pronounces the blessing over him, all the other bishops lay 
their hands on his head. 

3. When a presbyter is ordained, and the bishop in blessing 
him lays his hand upon his head, all the priests present also 
lay their hands on his head. 

4. When a deacon is ordained, only the bishop who blesses 
him lays his hand upon his head. 

5. When a sub-deacon is ordained, he receives no imposi- 
tion of hands, but the bishop delivers to him the paten and 
chalice empty, and the archdeacon gives him the little can 
with water, the mantile and manutergium (perhaps we should 
read urceolum cum aquamanile [ = little plate], ef manutergium). 

6. When an acolyte is ordained, the bishop instructs him 
how he is to behave himself in his office. The archdeacon 
gives him the candlestick with the tapers, etc. 

7. When an exorcist is ordained, the bishop gives him the 
book in which the exorcisms are written, with the words: 

Accipe et commenda memoria, etc. (just as now in conferring 
the power of exorcism). 

8. When a reader is ordained, the bishop makes a discourse 
to the people upon him, his faith and his life, and then delivers 
to him the codex from which he is to read, saying, Accipe, etc. 
(as is still the practice). 

9. When a doorkeeper (ostiarius) is ordained, the bishop 

1 All this is directed against the Manichean, Novatian, Pelagian, and Pris- 
cillian errors. 
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delivers to him the keys of the church, saying, Sie age, etc. (as 

is still the practice). 
10. A psalmist may receive his office by the command of 

the presbyter only, without the previous knowledge of the 
bishop. The presbyter thus addresses him, Vide ut quod ore 
cantas, corde credas, e quod corde credis, opervbus comprobes, 
(This form is still used in ordaining a Jector.) 

11. Ifa virgin is to be presented to the bishop for conse- 
cration, it must be in the same clothes which, in accordance 
with her sacred calling, she will henceforth wear. 

12. Widows or virgins consecrated to God, who are to be 
employed at the baptism of women, must be competent to 
instruct rude and ignorant women how to answer at their 
baptism and how to live afterwards. 

13. A bride and bridegroom shall be presented to the priest 
by their parents, or those representing them, for benediction. 
Out of respect to the blessing received, they shall remain the 
following night in virginity. 

14, The bishop shall live close to the church. 
15. A bishop shall have but little household furniture, and 

a frugal table. 
16. A bishop shall read no heathen books, and heretical 

books only when necessary. 
17. The affairs of widows, orphans, and strangers shall not 

be transacted personally by the bishop, but through the arch- 
presbyter or archdeacon. 

18. A bishop shall not take upon himself to act as executor. 
19. A bishop shall not go to law in secular matters, even 

if he is provoked. 
20. He shall not occupy himself with household cares, but 

with reading, prayer, and preaching. 
21. Without urgent necessity a bishop shall not allow him- 

self to be kept away from synods; he may, however, send his 
legates instead, ready salva jfidei veritate to accept all that the 
synod may decide. 

22. He shall not ordain any one without the advice of his 
clergy, and is bound ezviwm conniventiam et testimonium queerere. 

23. A bishop shall undertake no judicial action except in 
the presence of his clergy, otherwise his sentence is invalid. 



THE FOUR FIRST CARTHAGINIAN SYNODS, ETC. 413 

24. Whoever leaves the church during the sermon of the 
priest shall be excommunicated. 

25. Bishops who are at strife with one another shall be 
reconciled by the synod. 

26. The bishops shall exhort clergymen or laymen, who 
are at strife, to peace rather than to law proceedings. 

27. Neither a@ bishop nor any other ecclesiastic shall: go 
from a smaller to a more important place. But if the good of 
the Church demands it, the translation (of a bishop) must take 
place at the synod, upon the written request of clergy and 
people. Other clerics only need (for their translation) the 
permission of their bishops. 

28. An unjust sentence of a bishop (probably pronounced 
upon one of his clergy) is invalid, and must be reversed by 
the synod. 

29. If a bishop accuses a clergyman or layman of a crime, 
he shall prove it before the synod. 

30. Ecclesiastical judges may pass no sentence in the 
absence of the accused. 

$1, The bishop must regard Church property as his trust 
only,—not as his possession. 

32. If a bishop gives away, sells, or exchanges any portion 
of Church property without the consent and signature of his 
clergy, it is invalid. 

33. Ifa bishop or priest goes to visit the church of another, 
he must be received according to his rank, and invited to 
preach as well as to offer the holy sacrifice. 

34. When the bishop is seated, he shall allow no priest to 
remain standing. 

35. In the church and in the council of priests, the bishop 
shall have a higher seat; but at home he must conduct him- 
self as a colleague of the priests. 

36. The priests of country churches shall not demand the 
chrism (before Easter) from any casual bishop, but from their 
own, and not through any young cleric, but either in person 
or through him gut sacrarvum tenet. 

37. A deacon must understand that he is the priests’ as 
well as the bishop’s servant. 

38. When obliged by necessity, the deacon, in the absence 
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of the priest, and by his command, shall administer the Eucharist 

(Eucharistia Corporis Christi) to the people. 
39, At the bidding of the priest, a deacon shall take his 

seat wherever he is told. 
40. If a deacon is asked to speak in the assembly of the 

priests, he shall do so. 
41. A deacon shall only wear the alb ¢empore oblationis vel 

lectionis, 
42. A cleric who zealously does the duties of his office 

under persecutions (tentationes) shall be advanced. 
43. A Catholic Christian, suffering persecution for the 

Catholic faith, must be held in all honour by the priests, and 
his sustenance must be conveyed to him by a deacon. 

44. Clericus nec comam nutriat nec barbam. 
45. The dress and behaviour of the clergy shall be such as 

befit their office, and they shall not affect adornment in their 
clothes and shoes. 

46. The clergy shall not live with strange women (cum 
extraners mulieribus). 

47. The clergy shall not walk about the streets and public 
places (per andronas) if their duties do not positively compel 
them to do so. 

48. A clergyman who, without wanting to buy anything, 
frequents the markets or the forum, shall be degraded. 

49. A clergyman who, without being ill, absents himself 
from the night offices, shall be deprived of his stipend. 

50. A clergyman who, during persecution, forsakes his 
post or discharges his duties negligently; shall be deprived. 

51. Even the learned clergy shall gain their living Ly a 
trade (artificiwm). 

52. The clergy shall gain their food and clothing by a 
trade or by agriculture, without prejudice to their office. 

53. All clerics who are capable of work shall learn 
besides their regular studies. 

54. A cleric who is envious of his brethren may not be 
advanced. 

55. One who accuses a brother shall be excommunicat 
by the bishop. If he amends, he shall be received again i 
communion, but not replaced among the clergy. 
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56. A clergyman who deals in flattery and treachery shall 
be degraded from his office. 

5'7. A clergyman who speaks evil, especially against priests, 
must beg for forgiveness, or he will be degraded. 

58. The testimony of one who often goes to law, and is 
fond of accusing others, may not be accepted without strict 
examination. 

59. Those of the clergy who live in enmity with each other 
the bishop shall restore to peace by exhortation or by force; 
the disobedient shall be punished by the synod. 

60. Those who indulge in buffoonery, or use indecent lan- 
guage, shall be deprived of their office. 

61. Those of the clergy who swear by creatures must be 
most severely reprimanded. If they persist in the fault, they 
shall be excommunicated. 

62. A clergyman who sings during meals shall be punished 
in like manner. 

63. A clergyman who, without urgent necessity (inevitabilis 
necessitas), breaks the fasts, shall be degraded to a lower rank. 

64. He who fasts on Sunday is not accounted a Catholic 
(against the Priscillianists). 

65. Easter must be celebrated everywhere at the same time. 
66. If a clergyman considers the sentence of his bishop 

against him to be unjust, he must have recourse to the synod. 
67. Rebels, usurers, and revengeful persons may not be 

ordained. 
68. A penitent, even if he is a good man, may not be 

ordained. If this is done per ignorantiam episcop, the person 
ordained must be deposed (deponatur a clero), because at his 
ordination he concealed the fact. But if the bishop has 
knowingly ordained such a person, he forfeits his right of 
ordination. 

69. The same punishment is incurred by a bishop who 
knowingly ordains a man married to a widow or divorced 
person, or who has been twice married. 

70. The clergy must avoid the entertainments and society 
of heretics and schismatics. 

71. The conventicles of heretics shall not be called 
churches, but concilabula. 
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72. It is not permitted to pray or to sing psalms with 
heretics. 

73. He who holds communion or prays with an ex- 
communicated person shall be excommunicated himself. 

74, The priest shall place all those who desire to do 
penance under the penitential laws. 

75. Careless penitents shall only be received after a length 
of time. 

76. If a sick person desires penance, but on the arrival of 
the priest can no longer speak, or has lost his understanding, 
then those who heard. his wish shall testify to it, and he shall 
receive the penance. If it is thought that he is about to die, 
he shall be reconciled through imposition of hands, and the 
Holy Eucharist shall be given to him.’ If he lives, the 
witnesses before mentioned shall assure him that his wish has 
been fulfilled, and he must be placed under the penitential 
discipline for as long as the priest thinks good. 

77. Sick penitents shall receive the viaticum. 
78. Penitents who have received the Holy Eucharist during 

an illness may not think, if they recover, that they are ab- 
solved without imposition of hands; that is, they must be 
bound through imposition of hands to do the works of penance.’ 

79. If penitents who have shown themselves zealous die 
accidentally on a journey or at sea, where no one can come 
to their assistance? they shall yet be prayed for and the 
sacrifice offered in their behalf. 

80. In every Lent the penitents must receive imposition of 
hands from the priests. 

81. The penitents must bring the dead to church and 
bury them. 

82. The penitents must bend the knee even diebus remis- 
stonis (on feasts and holidays). 

83. The poor and the old are to be more honoured in the 
church than others. 

1 Imposition of hands marks the third degree of penance. In this stage a 
sick person received absolution and the Holy Eucharist, but was obliged, if he 
lived, to fulfil the works of penance. Cf. Frank, Die Bussdisciplin der Kirche, 
Mayence, 1867, p. 826. 

2 See Frank, U.c. 826. 
3 (i.e. where there is no priest to give them the sacraments. ] 
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84. The bishop shall hinder no one, whether heathen, 

heretic, or Jew, from entering the church, and hearing the 
word of God, usgue ad misam catechumenorum. 

85. Those who desire to be baptized must give their 
names, and when they have been proved by abstinence from 
wine and flesh, and by repeated imposition of hands, they 
shall be baptized. 

86. Newly baptized persons shall for a time abstain from 
luxurious feasts, from the theatre, and from intercourse with 

their wives. 
87. If a Catholic brings his quarrel, just or unjust, before 

the tribunal of a heretic, he shall be excommunicated. 

88. He who neglects divine service on festivals, and goes 
instead to the theatre, shall be excommunicated. 

89. He who deals in auguries (soothsaying) and incanta- 
tions (conjuring) must be shut out of the Church, as must 
those also who join in Jewish superstition. 

90. The exorcists shall lay their hands daily on the 
energumens, 

91. The energumens shall sweep out the church. 
92. The energumens who remain in the house of God 

must have their daily food given them at the right time by 
the exorcists. , 

93. The offerings of brethren who live in mutual enmity may 
neither be received in the sacrariwm nor in the gazophylacium. 

94. The presents of those who oppress the poor are to be 
refused by the priests. 

95. Those who withhold from the Church the oblationes 
defunctorum, or make difficulties about giving them, shall be 
excommunicated as murderers of the poor. 

96. At a court of justice the conduct and religion of 
accuser and accused must be inquired into. 

97. A superior of consecrated women shall be examined 
by the bishop. 

98. A layman may not teach in the presence of the clergy, 
except at their command. 

99. A woman, however learned and holy, may not take 
upon herself to teach in an assembly of men. 

100. A woman may not baptize. 
il. 2D 
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101. Young and sickly widows are to be supported at the 
cost of the Church. 

102. The bishop or parish priest is responsible if young 
widows or nuns are brought, on account of their bodily sus- 
tenance, into familiarity with clerics. 

103. Widows who are maintained at the cost of the 
Church must be zealous in the service of God. 

104. If a widow, who has dedicated herself to God and 

taken the religious habit, marries again, she shall be entirely 

shut out from the communion of Christians. 
105. (Found by Baluze in a manuscript.) A clergyman 

who brings discord into the Church shall be deposed, and a 

laymen so doing shall be excommunicated." 
Another Synod of Carthage, which, according to the con- 

clusion we have arrived at, must be called the fourth, was 

held on the 27th April 399 (V. Kal. Matas), after the 
consulate of Honorius Iv. and Eutychianus, in the Secretarium 
Basilicee Restituta? Only one single decree, however, remains to 
us ; 7.¢. that the Bishops Epigonius and Vincent should be sent 
to the Emperor to beg for the churches the right of asylum’ 

SEc. 112. Synods at Alexandria, Jerusalem, Cyprus, 
Constantinople, Ephesus, and Toledo. 

In the same year, 399, some synods touching the Origenist 
controversy were also rel ; and first, that of Alexandria under 
Archbishop Theophilus, whose Synodal Letter was first 
published by Ballarsi in his edition of the works of S. Jerome, 

and after him by Mansi.* What was formerly held to be a frag- 
ment of this Synod,* belongs to a later document: by Theophilus. 

1 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 945, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 975, sqq. ; Fuchs, Bibl. der 
Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 458 sqq. 

* Cf. Ideler, Lehrbuch der Chronologie, p. 405. 
* This document is found, after the fifty-sixth canon, in the Codex Canon. 

Kcl. Afric. in Mansi, t. iii. p. 752; Hardouin, t. i. p. 894; cf. Fuchs, Bill. 
der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. p. 95. 

* Ballarsi, in his edition of the works of S. Jerome, t. i. p. 587; Mansi, t. iii. 
pp. 981, sqq. ; cf. below, sec. 115. 

> Printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 976. 
© Cf. Pagi, ad ann, 401, n. 2 sqq.; and Mansi, lc. p. 979. 
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earn” 

the Origenists, which gave its assent to the above-mentioned 

Alexandrian Council. 
About the same time, S. Epiphanius assembled a third 

Synod at Cyprus, also for the purpose of anathematizing 
Origen; and the only question is, whether these two last 
assemblies belong to the year 401, as Pagi thinks, or to 399, 
as Mansi, Walch, and others believe.” | 

In the year 400 we have three synods: one at Constan- 
tinople, assembled by S. Chrysostom, for the deposition of 
Bishop Antoninus of Ephesus ;* a second at Ephesus, which, 
under the presidency of Chrysostom, deposed six Asiatic 
bishops, and made Heraclides Bishop of Ephesus ;* and lastly, 
the first Synod of Toledo, assembled by the Archbishop 
Patronus or Patruinus, and attended by eighteen other bishops, 
in September of the year 400. In the name of this Synod 

we have twenty canons, a creed directed against the Pris- 
cillignists, and two other documents touching the reception of 

Priscillianist bishops, etc.;° it is, however, certain that the 
confession of faith belongs to a later Synod at Toledo, and we 
shall therefore treat of it further on.° 

The contents of the canons are as follows :— 
1. Those deacons or priests who, before the law of celibacy 

was published by the Lusitanian bishops, have had intercourse 
with their wives, shall not be promoted to higher posts. 

2. A penitent shall not be received among the clergy. 
3. A reader (lector) who marries a widow can at the most 

only become a sub-deacon. 
4, A sub-deacon who, after the death of his wife, marries 

' The letter of the Synod of Jerusalem is found in Mansi, t. iii. p. 989. 
2 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 1020, 1022 ; Walch, Hist. der Kirchenvers. p. 245. 

3 Mansi, U.c. pp. 992, sqq. 
4 Mansi, l.c., and Pallad. Vita Chrysost. c. 18. The canonical question (as 

to the interference of Chrysostom in another patriarchate or exarchate, that of 
Ephesus) shall be noticed further on, in connection with the twenty-eighth canon 

of the Fourth General Council. Cf. Hergenréther, Photius, vol. i. p. 40. 
5 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 997 sqq. and p. 1018 sqq.; Hard. t. i. p. 990; cf. . 

Florez, Espafta Sagrada, t. xvi. pp. 49-129 and 819-330; Mandernach, 
Geach. des Priscill. 1851, pp. 47 sqq.; Liibkert, De Her. Priscill. 1840, pp. 

85, sq. 
® See below, sec. 167. 
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a second time, shall be degraded to the office of an ostvarius 
or reader, and may not read the epistle and gospel. But if 
he marries a third time (quod nec dicendum aut audiendum 
est) he must do penance for two years, and even then, after 
being reconciled, may only communicate with the laity. 

5. Every cleric must daily attend divine service. 
6. A virgin dedicated to God shall hold no communication 

with men with whom she is not nearly related, especially not 
with a reader or confessor (= cantor).' 

7. If the wife of a cleric sins, her husband shall keep her 
in confinement, and impose fasts and the like upon her. 

8. Those who have served in war may become clerics, but 
nay not be raised to the diaconate. 

9. A virgin dedicated to God, or a widow, may not, in the 
absencé of the bishop, sing the Antiphons at home in com- 
pany with her servants or a confessor.* Neither may the Lucer- 
narium (vespers) be held without a bishop, priest, or deacon.* 

10. Clerics who are not entirely free may not be ordained 
-without consent of their patrons. 

11. If a powerful man plunders a clergyman, monk, or poor 
person, and refuses to answer for it to the bishop, letters shall 
be at once addressed to all the bishops of the province, and any 
others who are in any way accessible, so that the person in 
question may everywhere be treated as excommunicate, until 
he has submitted and given back the stolen property.* 

12. A cleric may not forsake his bishop to take service 
with another. 

13. Those who never communicate in the church shall be 
shut out. 

14. Those who do not really consume the Holy Eucharist 
which they have received from the priest, shall be treated as 
“ sacrilegious.” 

15. No one may hold intercourse with an excommunicated 
person. 

' “Confiteri ” is often used in the Holy Scriptures for ‘‘ Dei laudes decantare,” 
and hence ‘‘ confessor” comes to mean “‘ cantor ;” cf. Du Cange, Glossar. 

2 See canon 6. 
3 On the “ Lucernarium,” cf. the notes of Binius in Mansi, t. iii. p. 1016. 
* Cf. Kober, Kirchenbann, 1863, pp. 192 sq. 
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16. If a virgin dedicated to God falls (into sexual sin), she 
can only be readmitted to communion after ten years of 
penance. The same punishment is incurred by the partner 
of her guilt. But if such a virgin marries, she can only be 
admitted to penance on her giving up conjugal intercourse 
with her husband. 

17. If a Christian has a believing wife and also a con- 
cubine, he may not be admitted to communion; but if he 
has no wife and only one concubine, he may be admitted.’ 

18. If the widow of a bishop, priest, or deacon marries a 

second time, she shall be shut out from the Church, and may 

only receive the sacrament on her deathbed. 
19. If the daughter of a bishop, priest, or deacon, who 

has dedicated herself to God, sins and marries, her parents 

may no longer hold any intercourse with her, and she 
herself shall be excommunicated, and may only receive the 
sacrament on her deathbed. 

20. Only a bishop, not a priest, may consecrate the chrism 
(and he may do so on any day); but before Easter, deacons or 
sub-deacons shall fetch the chrism from him. 

Sec. 113. The Fifth, Sizth, and Seventh African Synods at 
Carthage and Mileve, and a Synod at Turin. 

The fifth century opened with two new Carthaginian 
Synods, the fifth and sixth, a correct account of which was 

again first given by the Ballerini.’ 
There are fifteen canons of the fifth Carthaginian Synod in 

' According to Roman law, by concubinage was understood every unequal 
marriage, as in the earlier ages between patricians and plebeians, or between a 
citizen and a freed-woman. But, after the passing of the ‘‘ Leges Canuleia, Julia,” 
and ‘‘Papia Poppea” (a.D. 11), an alliance of the kind above mentioned received 
all the rights of marriage, and concubinage included only (a) the alliance of a 
senator, his son (or daughter) with a ‘‘libertina” (or a ‘‘libertinus”); (b) the 
alliance of a citizen with an actress, or generally with a member of a class looked 
down upon ; (c) the alliance of a patron with a freed-woman. Cf. Walter, Geach. 
der Rom. Rechts, pp. 540, 554. According to this, in the second part of this 
canon, by ‘‘concubina” is probably meant a wife of lower rank, who could be 
again dismissed (see the remark of the Correctores Romani, on c. 4, Dist. 34, 
where this canon is quoted); but not so in the first part, as such concubinage could 
only take place between unmarried persons. 

? In the third volume of their edition of the works of Leo I. p. xcii. 



4299 HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 

the pseudo-Isidorian collection,’ and Baronius discovered from 
a manuscript that this Synod took place on the sixth of 
.the Kalends of June, after the consulate of Csesarius and 

Atticus, ze. in 398. But a fresh comparison of manuscripts 
showed that XVI. or XVII. Kal. Julias post consulatum Stu- 
conis was the right reading, and this gives us the 15th or 
16th of June of the year 401.2 This agrees admirably with 
the fact that Dionysius Exiguus, in his Codex Can. Ecel. Afro. 
after canon 56, also mentions a Carthaginian Synod of the 
same date, of which he gives in part the same account as we 
find in the pseudo-Isidore.* I say, in part; for of the fifteen 
canons given by the pseudo-Isidore, only the two first belong 
to this Synod, while the other thirteen belong to the sixth 
Carthaginian Synod, also held in 401. This appears from the 
fact that the more accurate Dionysius Exiguus ascribes the 
two first canons (Nos. 59 and 62 of the African collection) to 
the one Carthaginian Synod, and the other thirteen (Nos. 63- 
75) to the other Synod of the year 401.4 We have, however, 
not only these two, but seven other canons of the Synod held 
in June 401, which Dionysius has again preserved to us 
under the numbers — 57, 58, 60, 61, 63, 64, 655 The 
contents of these nine canons of the fifth Carthaginian Synod 
are as follows :— 

Bishop Aurelius of Carthage, in an introductory address, 

speaks of the prevailing dearth of clergy in Africa, and says 
that an envoy should be sent to the bishops on the other side 
of the ocean, especially to Pope Anastasius and Bishop 
Venerius of Milan, to beg their assistance in this distress. 

Can. 1 (57 in the Codex Can. Eccl. Afric.). Children of 
Donatists may, as has been already declared, be ordained after 
joining the Chureh.® 

Can. 2 (58). The Emperors shall be entreated to have the 
heathen temples still existing in Africa destroyed. 

1 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 968, sqq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 986, sq. 
? Cf. Pagi, ad ann. 401, n. xxi. 
3 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 752, sqq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 894, sqq. 
* Mansi, t. iii. pp. 766, 9q. and 770, sqq.; Hard. t. i pp. 898, sqq. 
5 See Mansi, t. iii. pp. 763, sqq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 895, sq. 
6 Van Espen (Commentar. in Canones, etc., Colon. 1755, pp. 340, sqq.) gives 

an explanation of this and the following canons. 
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Can. 3 (59). If a lawsuit is brought before an ecclesiastical 
court, and one party is not satisfied with the ecclesiastical 
decision, the ecclesiastic who has been the judge may not be 
summoned as witness in the matter before the secular court. 
In general, no ecclesiastic may be compelled to appear as 
witness before a secular court. (This is the first of the fifteen 
canons in pseudo-Isidore.) 

Can. 4 (60). No heathen banquets, may take place for the 
future. 

Can. 5 (61). On Sundays and feast-days no plays may be 
performed. 

Can. 6 (62). No one may defend a cleric deposed by 
sentence of the bishops. (Can. 2 in pseudo-Isidore.) 

Can. 7 (63). An actor who has become a Christian may | 
not be brought back or compelled by any one to return to his | 
former occupation. 

Can. 8 (64). The Emperor shall be prayed to grant the 
emancipation of slaves in Ecclesia in Africa also. 

Can. 9 (65). The condemnation of Bishop Equitius is 
repeated.? 

About three months after the fifth Carthaginian Synod the 
sixth took place, again in the Seeretarium Basilice Restitute, 
on the Ides of September, under the Consuls Vincent and 
Flavius, viz. on the 13th September 401. The Ballerini 
have collected its Acts by a comparison of pseudo-Isidore, 
Dionysius, Ferrandus, and the quotations of the Carthaginian 
Council of 525. 

Dionysius gives the prowmiwm of the Acts before No. 66 
of the African Codex, and this contains the date, and the 
information that at the opening of the Synod Bishop Aurelius 
of Carthage read aloud a letter of Pope Anastasius, in which 
he exhorted the Africans to remain stedfast in the contest 
against the Donatists.’ 

Can. 1 also discusses the subject of the Donatists. It 
appears from Ferrandus that what Dionysius divides into two 
numbers (Nos. 66 and 67) originally formed only one canon, 
which ordered that the Donatists should be dealt with gently ; 

1 See below, p. 425. * Ballerini, Lc. pp. xcii., sqq. 
3 Mansi, t. iii. p. 770 ; Hard. t. i. p. 899. 
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but that at the same time the secular judges should be re- 
quested to take judicial protocols concerning the violent acts 
of the Maximianists (a party among the Donatists).’ 

Can. 2 (No. 68 in Dionysius). Donatist clergy shall, if 
necessary for the restoration of peace in the Church, retain 
their position, although a Council of the Transmarine Bishops 
has given a stricter decision.’ 

Can. 3 (No. 69). Emissaries shall be sent to the Donatists 
to induce them to return to the Church. It shall also be 
represented to them that they should practise the same mild 
treatment towards their sectaries, the Maximianists, as that 
for which they so greatly blamed the Catholic Church. 

Can. 4 (No. 70 in Dionysius; No. 3 in pseudo-Isidore). 
Bishops, priests, and deacons may have no intercourse with 
their wives, or they will be deposed from their office. The 
rest of the clergy, however, are not bound to such continence. 

Can. 5 (not found in Dionysius ; No. 4 in pseudo-Isidore). 
No Church property may be sold without the consent of the 
primate of the province. 

Can. 6 (No. 71 in Dionysius; No. 5 in pseudo-Isidore). 
No one may forsake his Church in order to pass over to 
another, or neglect it for any length of time. 

Can. 7 (No. 72 in Dionysius; No. 6 in pseudo-Isidore). 
Children of whom it is uncertain whether they have been 
baptized, shall be baptized without delay. 

Can. 8 (No. 73 in Dionysius; No: 7 in pseudo-Isidore). 
The day for the feast of Easter shall be universally published 
by litere formate ; with regard to the General Council, it 
shall take place at the time determined upon by the Synod at 
Hippo, viz. on the 23d of August,’ and the primates of the 
several provinces shall so arrange their Provincial Synods that 
they may not interfere with the holding of the General 
Council. 

Can. 9 (74 in Dionysius ; 8 in pseudo-Isidore). If a bishop 

1 J have entered more fully into the case of the Maximianists, those Donatist 
rigorists whom the Primians opposed, in the Kirchenlexicon of Wetzer and Welte, 
vol, iii, p. 259. Van Espen (Commentar. l.c. p. 346) gives an explanation of 
this and the following canons. 

4 See above, p. 400, canon 87. 
3 See above, p. 402. 
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is also administrator (intercessor or interventor) of another 
diocese, he may not hold this office for more than a year. 

Can. 10 (75 in Dionysius; 9 in pseudo-Isidore). The 
Emperors shall be prayed to appoint, in union with the 
bishops, protectors (defensores) for the Church. 

Can. 11 (76 in Dionysius; 10 in pseudo-Isidore). The 
bishops shall not, without reason, be absent from the Councils ; 

every primate (metropolitan) shall divide his province into 
two or three districts, and shall send deputies from each of 
them to the General Council. Those who cannot give any 
excuse for their absence must be satisfied with the communion 
of their own Church (i. they are not actually excommunicated, 
but excluded for a time from intercourse with their colleagues).’ 
Dionysius adds as No. 77 the following canon: Cresconius, 
Bishop of Villa Regis, shall be summoned to appear without 
fail at the next General Council. Isidore and Ferrandus, 

however, have not this canon, and in all probability it only 
formed an appendix to canon 11. 

Can. 12 (27 in Dionysius, who placed it among the canons 
of the African Synod of 419 ;.11 in pseudo-Isidore). Deposed 
priests or deacons may not receive the laying on of hands, as 
do the penitents or the faithful laity (that is, out of con- 
sideration for their office they may not be placed under any 
public penance) ; a rebaptized person may on no account be 
ordained.” 

Can. 13 (‘79 in Dionysius; 12 in pseudo-Isidore). Ecclesi- 
astics against whom charges are brought must defend them- 
selves within the space of a year. No. 78 in Dionysius 
probably formed an appendix to this canon or the preceding 
one, and orders that a commission (among whom was S. 
Augustine) should be sent to Hippo-Diarrhytus (Dirutum) to 
set in order the Church of that place, disturbed by the crimes 
of Bishop Equitius, and to appoint a bishop there.’ 

Can. 14 (80 in Dionysius ; 13 in pseudo-Isidore). A bishop 

1 According to canon 7 of the second series of the Breviarium of the canons of 
Hippo of 393 (supr. p. 397), a bishop in such a case was also excluded froin 
communion in his own diocese, Cf. canon 20 of the fourth General Council 
of Chalcedon. 

? Concerning the meaning of this canon, cf. Van Espen, Comment. etc., p. 321. 
3 Cf. above, p. 423. 
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may not ordain a monk from a strange monastery (belonging 
to another diocese), nor may he make him the superior of his 
own monastery. 

Can. 15 (81 in Dionysius ; not found in pseudo-Isidore). A 
bishop may not make heathen or heretical relations his heirs 
under pain of anathema, to which he shall become subject even 
after his death. He shall also take care in good time that his 
heirs by law do not inherit, if they are heathens or heretics.’ 

Can. 16 (82 in Dionysius; wanting in pseudo-Isidore). 
The Emperor shall be prayed to allow the emancipation of 
slaves in Ecclesia? 

Can. 17 (83 in Dionysius; 14 in pseudo-Isidore). No 
memorie martyrum (martyr chapels) shall be tolerated that 
do not contain relics of the martyr in question, or do not bear 
some distinct historical relation to him, as being the place of 
his birth, death, etc. 

Can. 18 (84 in Dionysius; 15 in pseudo-Isidore). The 
Emperors shall be prayed everywhere to exterminate the 
remnants of idolatry.’ 

Can. 19 (85 in Dionysius). The Synodal Letters shall 
be dictated and signed by the Bishop of Carthage in the 
name of all. 

As we have already seen, this sixth Carthaginian Synod took 
place on the 13th September 401; in the same year, on the 
22d September, a synod was also held at Turin, which used 
to be wrongly ascribed to the year 397. Of this synod we 
possess another Synodal Letter addressed to the Gallican 
bishops, containing the following eight canons :°— 

Can. 1. The Bishop Proculus of Marseilles, who claims the 
primacy of the second Provincia Narbonensis, shall have this 
precedence only in his own person, not for his See ; for his city 
does not belong to that province.* 

Can. 2. With regard to the dispute of the Bishops of Vienne 

'Cf. supr. p. 892. Concerning the anathema pronounced upon the dead, ef. 
Kober, Kirchenbann, etc., p. 91. 

2 Cf. supr. p. 428. 3 Cf. supr. p. 422. 
« Cf. the remarks of Mansi, t. iii. p. 863. 
5 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 859 sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 958, aq. 
© Remi Ceillier has more concerning this in his Histoire des Auteurs Sacrés, 

etc., t. x. pp. 706, aq. 
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and Arles concerning the primatial dignity, the Synod decided 
that he should be primate who could prove his city to be the 
metropolis.’ 

Can. 3. Irregular ordinations are most strictly forbidden. 
Can. 4. The sentence of Bishop Triferius (his See is unknown) 

against the layman Palladius, who had injured a priest of the 
name of Spanus, is confirmed. 

Can. 5. The sentence of the same Bishop Triferius against 
the priest Exuperantius, who had reviled his bishop, and there- 
fore by him communione dominica privatus erat (according to 
Kellner? communione clericalt), is also confirmed. 

Can. 6. Those Gallican bishops who renounced communion 
with Felix of Tréves (the friend of the Ithacians) shall be 
received into the communion of the Synod, in accordance with 
the letter of Ambrose of blessed memory, and of the Pope.’ 

Can. 7. No bishop may receive a strange or deposed cleric 
into his Church. 

Can. 8. No one who has been ordained irregularly, or has 
begotten children while discharging the ministry of the Church, 
may be promoted to any higher grade. 

The Synod held at Mileve on the 27th August 402, under 
Archbishop Aurelius, before the Carthaginian Synod under Boni- 
face, is designated as the seventh African Synod. Its canons 
are cited by Dionysius Exiguus and pseudo-Isidore; but the 
latter has erroneously joined the decisions of three later Synods 
at Carthage, in 405, 407, and 418, with the canons of Mileve, 
and has made a spurious addition to the preface of the Synod.‘ 

We find the genuine Acts of this Synod in Dionysius, in Nos. 
85-90 of the African Codex,> and in part also in the cita- 
tions of the Carthaginian Synod under Boniface, abridged by 
Ferrandus.® In the proemium, which is designated by Ferran- 

1 Cf. Remi Ceillier, Zc. p. 707. Concerning this canon Peter de Marca says : 
‘* Rx eodem canone colligitur, hanc prerogativam illi episcopo deberi in una- 
quaque provincia, qui eam civitatem obtinebat, que in laterculo imperii metro- 
polis dignitate fruebatur.” P. de Marca, De Primatu Lugdun. 

2 Kellner, Das Buss-und-Strafverfahren, etc., Tréves, 1868, p. 58. 
3 Cf. supr. pp. 886, 892. * Baller. ic. p. xciv. n. 1. 
§ Mansi, t. iii. pp. 188, sqq., and p. 1189; Hard. t. i. pp. 907, sqq. 
6 These Acts also were first placed in right order by the Ballerini, Lc., who 

were followed by Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvera. vol. iii. pp. 120, sqq. 
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dus the first canon, it is said that the Synod was held on the 
27th August, when the two Emperors Arcadius and Honorius 
were consuls for the fifth time (in 402), in the Seeretartum of 
the Basilica at Mileve, under the presidency of Aurelius of 
Carthage, as a Concilium Universale (sc. Africe). Aurelius 
opened it with an address, and then caused the Acts of the 
Synods of Hippo and Carthage (probably of 401) to be read, 
and they were once more accepted and signed. It was then 
decided in canon 1 that the younger bishops should not assume 
superiority over the elder ones, and were not to act without 
their advice; also that the register and the archives of Numidia 
should be preserved in the prima sedes as well as in the (civil) 
metropolis (Constantine). 

Can. 2 (87 and 88 of the Codex Can. Eccl. Afric.). Bishop 
Quodvultdeus, who would not answer before the Synod, shall 

be shut out; but he must not be deposed until his affair has 
been investigated.’ Bishop Maximian of Vaga (Vagiensem, not 
Bagajensem, is the right reading) shall resign his post, and the 
community shall elect another.‘ 

Can. 3 (89). In order that in future there may be no more 
djsputes among the bishops as to seniority, the date shall be 
given in exact chronological order in the registers of ordinations.’ 

Can, 4 (90). He who has officiated as reader in a church, 
even if it be only once, may not be received by another into 
the clerical body.° 

Sec. 114. Roman Synod under Innocent] in 402. 

At about the same time as the Synod at Mileve a Synod 
was also held at Rome, under Pope Innocent L, of which we 

1 In Africa the bishop who had been longest ordained was the superior of the 
others, and was called ‘‘ episcopus prime sedis ;"’ cf. supr. p. 396, n. 7. 

* On this, cf. Marca, De Primatibus, p. 11, in the appendix to De Concord. 
Sacerd. et Imperii ; and Van Espen, Commeniéar. l.c. p. 357. 

7 Cf. Van Espen, ic. p. 358. 
* He had formerly been a Donatist but had returned to the Church. When 

divisions arose in Vaga on his account, he himself, in a letter to the Synod, 
offered his resignation. Cf. HMpist. SS. Alypii et Augustini, viz. Ep. lxix. of the 
Letters of 8. Augustine, t. ii. p. 238, ed. Migne ; and Van Espen, J.c. p. 358. 

5 Cf. above, canon 1. 

* Cf. Van Espen, J.c. p. 359. 
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still possess sixteen canons, containing answers to questions of 
the Gallican bishops.’ 

Can. 1. If a virgin who has taken the veil has committed 
an act of unchastity, or, in order to hide her sin, has called 

the partner of her guilt “husband,” a penance of many years 
shall be imposed upon her. 

Can. 2. A virgin who has not yet taken the veil, but has 
resolved to remain in virginity, and has nevertheless had in- 
tercourse with a man, shall also have a long penance imposed 
upon her. 

Can. 3. Bishops, priests, and deacons must remain un- 
married. 

Can. 4. Those who, after becoming Chnistians, have served 
in war shall not be ordained, because of the loose morals asso- 

ciated with the life of a soldier? 
Can. 5. Persons baptized in childhood who have always 

remained chaste, or those baptized as adults who have re- 
mained modest and only married once, may become ecclesi- 
astics, but not those who have (since their baptism) been 
unchaste. This is the practice of the Roman Church. 

Can. 6. One creed and one discipline shall prevail among 
all Catholic bishops. 

Can. 7. During Fastertide the presbyter and the deacon 
may baptize in place of the bishop; but at other times, in a 
case of necessity, only the priest may baptize, not the deacon. 

Can. 8 is not very comprehensible on account of the 
corruption of the text, but it treats of the exorcism of the oil 
to be consecrated. 

Can. 9. No Christian may marry his deceased wife's sister, 
nor besides his wife have a concubine. 

Can. 10. Those who have filled a magisterial office may 
not—on account of the sins almost necessarily involved in it 
—hbecome ecclesiastics without previously doing penance. 

Can. 11. It is not permitted to marry the wife or the son 
of an uncle. 

Can. 12. No one shall be consecrated bishop without pre- 
vious clerical ordination. 

1 Manai, t. iii. pp. 1183, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 1081, aqq. 
2 The text is not distinct. 
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Can. 13. A bishop who passes over to a strange Church 
shall be deposed. 

Can. 14. A strange cleric who has been deposed by his 
own bishop may not be elsewhere received, even to lay 
colnmunion. 

Can. 15. No bishop may interfere in the diocese of another, 
or ordain earlier than others, or hinder the metropolitan in 
his business. 

Can. 16. Laymen excluded by their own bishop may not 
be elsewhere received among the clergy. 

Sec. 115. Persecution of S. Chrysostom ; “ Synodus ad Quercum” 
in 403, and Synod at Constantinople in 404. 

We have already i of Alexandria to be an 
opponent of the Omngenis At a synod at Alexandria in 
399, he had anathematized the doctrines of Origen and his 
adherents, i.e. the Long Brothers,’ with the exception of 
Dioscurus, and had soon afterwards driven from their homes 

more than three hundred Egyptian monks of Origenist views. | 
The greater number fled to Palestine; but about fifty, among 
whom were the Lopg Brothers, went to Constantinople (401), 

where they were very kindly received and supported by S. 
Chrygostom, who also interceded for them with Theophilus, 
but he would not admit them to the holy communion, because 
they were banished by their own bishop. Theophilus refused 
to pardon them, and sent instead persons authorized to accuse 
them to Constantinople, and was displeased with S. Chrysostom, 
because he had been told, wrongly, that he had formally 
Teceived the monks into communion. As, however, the 

monks who had fled to Constantinople brought heavy accusa- 
tions against Theophilus to the ears of the Emperor _Arcadius, 
he demanded that Theophilus should himself come thither to 
justify himself against these accusations before Chrysostom ; 

1 These were four very learned Egyptian monks and ecclesiastics, formerly 
intimate friends of Theophilus. Their names were: Dioscurus (consecrated 
Bishop of Little Hermopolis), Ammonius, Euthymius, and Eusebius. Cf. my 
treatise on the Origenist controversy in the Kirchenlezicon of Wetzer and 
Welte, vol. vii. p. 847. 
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but in the meantime the accusers, as they could not bring 
sufficient proof against Theophilus, were kept in prison until 
their opponent should appear, and it should be proved whether 
they had slandered him or not. Theophilus purposely delayed 
his departure for Constantinople, and persuaded the over-zealous 
Bishop Epiphanius of Salamis in Cyprus, then ninety years 
old, to go on before him and open the campaign against the 
Origenists in Constantinople. This happened in the winter 
of 402. Immediately upon the arrival of Epiphanius, Chry- 
sostom sent the clergy to meet him; but he entirely refused 
to enter into communion with him, until he had driven away 
the Tong Brothers,’ and subscribed to the anathema upon 
Origen. Chrysostom replied that “the coming Synod should 
decide the question.” Epiphanius, however, endeavoured to 
draw the other bishops then at Constantinople away from 
Chrysostom to his own side, and would even have preached 
publicly against him. But Chrysostom had it represented to 
him how easily the people might ill-treat him for so doing, 
and Epiphanius then not only relinquished his purpose, but 
even became_reconciled to the Long Brothers, declared that 

he had been instigated to attack them, and at once took ship 
again for Cyprus, but died while still at sea in 403. Soon 
after this Theophilus came himself to Constantinople, bringing 
with him a considerable number of Egyptian bishops; and 
entering into a secret understanding with the enemies of 
Chrysostom (of whom there were many), especially with the 
Empress Eudoxia, and the Bishops Acacius of Bercea, Antiochus 
of _Ptolemais, Severian of Gabala, and ‘others, he gained over 
in a few weeks mai many of the most powerful men at Court, and 
finally, instead of appearing as the accused before Chrysostom, 
obtained permission from the Emperor to assemble a Synod: 
himself, and summon Chrysostom to appear before it But as 
the latter was exceedingly beloved in his diocese, it was 
thought advisable that the Synod directed against him should 
not be held at Constantinople, but near Chalcedon, on an 

estate ad quercum (emt Spiv) which belonged to the Imperial 
Prefect Rufinus, and comprised a palace, a large church, and a 
monastery.' Here assembled thirty-six bishops, under the 

1 Sozom. viii. 17. 
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presidency of the Exarch Paul of Heraclea, all personal 
enemies of Chrysostom.’ Socrates as well as Sozomen state 
that at this Synod the subject of Origenism was never dis- 
cussed,’ but that the monks who had fled from Egypt were 
called upon to beg Theophilus for pardon and reception, and 
that they were weak enough to do so; which would certainly 
not have been the case if Dioscurus and Ammonius, or any of 
the Long Brothers, had been present. But Dioscurus had died 
before the opening of this Synod. Ammonius had indeed 
arrived ad guercum, but so ul that he died there in the 
monastery almost immediately. This made such an impression 
upon Theophilus, that he even pronounced great panegyrics 
upon him after his death. 

The second business of the Synod was, according to Sozo- 
men, the investigation directed against S. Chrysostom, concern- 
ing which Photius, who had read the Acts of the Synod, relates 
as follows :*-— 

This Synod, at which the accusers were both judges 
and witnesses, had thirteen sessions, twelve of which were 
directed againgt, Chrysostom, and the last against Heraclides, 
whom he had consecrated Bishop-efEphesus. The Synod 
could not, however, accomplish his deposition. The chief ac- 
cuser of Heraclides was Macarius, and of Chrysostom, his deacon 

John. The latter brought forward the following charges :— 
—~T. Chrysostom had unjustly shut him out because he had 
beaten his servant Eulalius. 

2. A certain monk, John, had been beaten by order of 

Chrysostom, and chained like a demoniac. 
3. Chrysostom had sold many valuable articles (belonging 

to the Church). a 
4, Also the marble intended by his predecessor Nectarius 

for the church of Anastasia. 
5. He had reviled the clergy. 
6. He had called S. Epiphanius a fool and a demon. 

1Cf. Photii, Biblioth. Cod. 159 ; printed in Mansi, t. iii. p. 1142; Hard. t. 
i. p. 1088. 

* Socrat. vi. 15; Sozom. viii. 17. 
> Biblioth. Cod. 59, printed in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 1141, sqq. ; Hard. t. i pp. 

1037, sqq. 
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. 7. He had formed intrigues against Severian (Bishop of 
Gabala), and set the decani against him.) 

8. He had written a book full of abuse of the clergy. 
9. At an assembly of all the clergy he had summoned three 

deacons, and accused them of having stolen his ®poddpsoy 
(stole). 

10. He had consecrated Antonius bishop, although he 
violated people’s graves. 

11. He had betrayed the Count John in a meeting of 
soldiers. 

12. He did not pray either on entering or leaving the 
hurch. 

13. He had ordained priests and deacons without an altar 
not standing at the altar). 

14, He had consecrated four bishops at once. 
15. He received visits from women without the presence 

of witnesses. 
16. He had sold the inheritance bequeathed by Thecla. 
17. No one knew to what purpose the revenues of the 

Church were applied. 
18. He had ordained Serapion priest at a time when the 

latter had still to clear himself of an accusation. 
19. He had imprisoned persons who were in communion 

with the whole world, and when they died in prison had not 
even provided for their burial. 

20. He had treated Acacius (Bishop of Bercea) with arro- 
gance, and spoken no word to him. 

21. He had delivered the priest Porphyry to the Imperial 
officer Eutropius for banishment. 

22. Also the priest Berenius. 
—23. He bathed alone. 

24. He had ordained many without witnesses. 
_A5. He ate alone, and ‘as immoderately as a Cyclops. 

26. He was himself accuser, witness, and judge, as was 
shown in the case of the proto-deacon Martyrius and the 
Bishop Proairesius of Lycia. 

1 On denavei, cf. Suicer’s Thesaur. t. i. p. 835. By dsxavei was generally un- 
derstood monastic superiors, of whom the Church (diocese) of Constantinople 
numbered no less than 950. 

II, 2 
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27. He had still celebrated divine service after having 
struck Memnon in the face, in the Church of the Apostles, so 
that he bled at the mouth. 

28. He unrobed on the episcopal throne, and ate a 
“ pastile.” } 

29. He made the bishops whom he consecrated presents of 
money, in order thus (by this expenditure) to oppress the 
clergy. 

After these charges had been brought forward, Chrysostom 
was four times cited, as Photius briefly states. Palladius, the 
biographer of Chrysostom, who relates this more fully, says 
that Theophilus sent three members of his Synod to Constan- 
tinople to invite Chrysostom, and they delivered to him the 
following very laconical letter :— 

“The holy Synod at the Oak to John. Letters complaining 
of countless offences committed by you have been delivered to 
us. Appear, therefore, and bring with you the priests Serapion 
and Tigrius, for they are wanted.”? 

But Chrysostom also had assembled forty_bishgps at a 
Synod, and they now sent three of their number and two 
priests with the following letter to Theophilus: “ He should 
not disturb the Church; and if, in spite of the Nicene rule, he 
wanted to settle a dispute beyond his diocese, still he should 
come to Constantinople, and not, like Cain, entice Abel into the 

field. He should first be called to account himself, for there 

was an indictment against him containing seventy charges. 
There were also more bishops assembled at Constantinople than 
at the Oak, where there were thirty-six, almost all from one 
province (Egypt), while at Constantinople there were forty, 
and among them seven metropolitans.’ Besides this, Chry- 
sostom also wrote privately to the bishops at the Oak, that “if 
they desired that he should appear, they should first of all 
exclude from the Synod his declared enemies, 7.e. Theophilus 
of Alexandria, Acacius of Bercea, Severian of Gabala, and 

1 Palladius relates that Chrysostom had advised the faithful after Communion 
to drink water, or to eat a ‘‘ pastile” (little cake), in order not to spit out any of 
the Sacrament. He had been accused on this point also, and this was the only 
true accusation. Mansi, t. iii. p. 1150. 

2 Mansi, t. iii. p. 1150. 3 From Palladius in Mansi, /.c. p. 1150. 
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Antiochus of Ptolemais. If these were sent away, he would 
most surely appear wherever they desired; but if not, he 
would not appear, even if they sent ten thousand times to 
him.”? 

Soon after this a notary came to him with an Imperial 
decree, to the intent that “he must appear at the Synod ;” and 
at the same time, two disloyal ecclesiastics of his own diocese, 
the priest Eugenius (immediately afterwards, as a reward for 
his treachery, made Bishop of Heraclea) and the monk Isaac, 
brought a fresh summons from the Synod. Chrysostom com- 
plained of this in a brief and dignified manner, and sent his 
authorized representatives to the Synod. They were roughly 
treated, and the process against him was put into full 
swing” 

As Photius further relates, the first and second charges were 
now investigated, when the monk John, mentioned just now,* 

came forward and accused Bishop Heraclides of being an 
Origenist, and of having been apprehended at Ceesarea in 
Palestine for having stolen the clothes of the deacon Aqui- 
linus, notwithstanding which Chrysostom had consecrated 
him Bishop of Ephesus. He then directed his complaints 
against Chrysostom, at whose command he had been made 
to suffer much from the priest Serapion, on account of the 
Origenists. This led to a discussion of the ninth and twenty- 
seventh charges. Bishop Isaac then came forward, accused 
Heraclides of Origenism, and affirmed that S. Epiphanius had 
held no communion with him. At the same time, he handed 

in the following list of charges against S. Chrysostom :— 
1, The monk John had been beaten and put in chains on 

account of the Origenists. 
2. Also, on account of the Origenists, Epiphanius would 

hold no communion with Chrysostom. 
3. Chrysostom ate alone every day, and used no hospi- 

tality. 
4. He used expressions (from heathen poetry) in church, 

such as, “ The table is full of furies;” and 
5. “I burn with love, and am mad.” 

1 From Palladius in Mansi, W. p. 1151. 
* Mansi, lc. 8 Cf. supr. p. 482, No. 2. 
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7. He gave permission to sin, for he taught: “If thou 
hast sinned again, repent again ;” and, “As often as thou hast 
sinned, come to me and I will heal thee.” 

8. He had blasphemously maintained that “ Christ’s prayer 
was not heard, because He did not pray aright.” 

9. He excited the people to rebellion even against the 
synods. 

10. He had received several heathens, great enemies of the 
Christians, and given them protection and defence in the 
church (when in peril of death they sought asylum there). 

11. He consecrated bishops in strange provinces. 
12. He had treated bishops with arrogance. 
13. He had ill-treated clerics in quite new ways, and by 

force appropriated to himself inheritances bequeathed to 
others. 

14, He had held ordinations without assembling the clergy, 
and without their consent. 

15. He had received the Origenists; while, on the other 
hand, he would not release from prison persons who were in 
communion with the Church, and came to him with letters of 

recommendation, nor even acknowledge them after their 
death. 

16. He had consecrated as bishops foreign slaves, not yet 
emancipated. 

17. He had often ill-treated the accuser (Isaac) himself. 
Of these fresh accusations the first had really been already 

discussed, therefore the second and seventh charges were 
specially investigated, and then the third of the former list, 
in which the arch-presbyter Arsacius (afterwards the successor 
of Chrysostom) and the priests Atticus and Elpidius came 
forward as witnesses against him. ‘They and the priest 
Acacius also gave evidence-on the fourth charge. 

After these had been heard, Bishop Paul of Heraclea, as 

President of the Synod,’ demanded that each member should 
state his opinion ; and from Bishop Gymnasius, who voted first, 

| 6. Such expressions ought to be explained. 

? Theophilus did not occupy the post of President, probably in order to appear 
just and tolerant, because Chrysostom had brought counter charges against him 
and others. 
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to the last, Theophilus, they unanimously decided on the 
deposition of Chrysostom. There were in all now forty-five of 
them.’ A Synodal Letter was forthwith issued to the clergy at 
Constantinople concerning the deposition of Chrysostom, and 
also a letter to the Emperor, with still further charges against 
him. Thus ended the twelfth session ; the thirteenth treated 
of the affair of Heraclides of Ephesus. 

Thus Photius relates; Palladius, however, says that the 
Synodal Letter to the Emperor (addressed in the: official form 
to both Emperors) ran thus: “Because John (Chrysostom), 
when accused of several offences, being conscious of his guilt 
would not appear, he has been, in accordance with the law, 

deposed (for contumacy). But the charges against him also 
involve the crime of high treason.” Therefore of your good- 
ness command that he may be banished, and may suffer the 
punishment of high treason ; for the investigation of this point 
does not belong to us.” ® 

Theophilus sent a commission to inform Pope Innocent 
also of the synodal decision. He, however, disapproved of what 
had been done, as is proved by a letter from him to Theo- 
philus, which we still possess.* But the Emperor Arcadius 
pronounced the sentence of banishment upon Chrysostom, 
which roused such indignation among the inhabitants of 
Constantinople, that the holy bishop, in order to hinder a 
threatened insurrection of the people, secretly escaped from 
his devoted adherents who had assembled round him in the 
church, and gave himself up voluntarily to the police officer 
who was to take him in charge. He was first shipped over 
to the town of Prenetos in Bithynia, where further arrange- 

ments concerning him were to be made; but a disturbance 
among the people, and an earthquake which had just taken 
place, and which was regarded as the judgment of God, 
so alarmed the Emperor, and still more the Empress, 
that the latter in an autograph letter besought the exile to 
return with the utmost speed. Thus a few days after his 
departure Chrysostom again returned to Constantinople, and 

1 J.e. five more than at the beginning. 
* Because he had called the Empress a Jezebel. 
3 Mansi, t. iii. p. 1161. 4 Mansi, t. iii. p. 10965. 
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was received with great rejoicings. He would not, however, 
resume his office until he should have been declared innocent 
by a larger synod. He therefore retired to_a country place 
near Constantinople ; but the people obliged him to return to 
the city, conducted him into the church, anddid not rest 
until he again ascended the episcopal throne. He still 
continued to repeat his desire for a synod, until the Emperor 
promised to grant his request ; but Theophilus and the other 
accusers _fied, and thus, greatly to his disadvantage, the much 
wished for assembly did not take place. 

Only two months after this a fresh storm broke out against 
Chrysostom, which resulted in a second synod directed against 
him. Close to his episcopal church (of S. Sophia) a magnificent 
silver statue of the Empress had been erected amid noisy 
festivities, plays and dances, and the servile disposition of the 
Orientals found vent in semi-idolatrous acts of reverence before 
the statue. Chrysostom declaimed against this in a sermon, 

and thus offended afresh the hardly reconciled princess. The 
feast of the Beheading of S. John the Baptist (Aug. 29) fell 
soon afterwards, and a fresh sermon poured oil on the flames, 
as Chrysostom, it is said, distinctly compared the Empress to 
Herodias, who demanded the head of S. John—his own name 

being John. 
The consequence was, that the synod, which he had always 

demanded in vain, was now at once summoned to Constan- 

tingple ; and not only his own enemies, but even any who 
were indifferent, and in true Byzantine fashion were guided 
by the breath of the Court, appeared against him. Theophilus 
of Alexandria did not indeed himself appear, but he had given 
the synod evil advice which it faithfully followed: it did not 
enter at all into the points of complaint against Chrysostom, 
but deposed him by the canonical previous question, viz. by 
application of the fourth and twe]{th canons of the Antiochian 
Synod of 341. According to these, a bishop who, after being 
depasat-Gy one synod, reascends his throne without being 
reinstated by another synod, is to be for ever deposed.’ 

Chrysostom challenged the authority of this Synod, as 
being an Arian one ; but the majority without further discussion 

1 Cf. eupr. pp. 68, 70. 
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pronounced his deposition, and the Emperor confirmed the 
sentence. Imperial officers informed him of this sentence, 
bearing at the same time the command that for the present - 
he should not leave his house, or again enter the church. 
The people at Constantinople, however, decidedly took his 
part, and only frequented the services held by clergy who were 
his adherents. So came the Easter of 404; and on Easter 
Eve, when many thousands were assembled in the church with 
the candidates for baptism, the military forced their way in 
and hunted out the Johannites, as the adherents of Chrysostom 
were called, amid revolting deeds of violence and much blood- 
shed. Similar scenes were repeated on the following days ; 
and Chrysostom himself was in danger of being assassinated 
in his own house. At last, five days after Pentecost, on the 
9th of June 404, he was sent into exile, where he died in 
407 a eee das “Asoo 

Sec. 116. From the Eighth to the Fifteenth Carthaginian 
Synods, 403 to 410. 

During and immediately after these events in Constan- 
tinople, several synods were again held in Africa, the first of 
which was the eighth, under Aurelius, at Carthage, in the 
Basilica of Regio Secunda, on the 25th August (VJJI. Kal. 
Sept.) 403, under the consulate of the Emperors Theodosius 
and Rumoridus. What we still possess of this Synod is 
preserved in the African Codex, Nos. 90-92.? From thence 
we learn that S. Augustine was also present, and that the 
Synod began with an inquiry as to whether, in accordance 
with the decisions of former Councils, the prescribed number 
of bishops deputed from the several provinces of Africa were 
present. The two decrees still extant (91 and 92 of the 
African canons) refer to the Donatists, and rule as follows :— 

Can. 1 (No. 91). Every bishop shall in his own city, 
either alone or in union with a neighbouring colleague, enter 
into communication with the heads of the Donatists, and, with 

1 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 1154, sq., 1158. 
* Manai, t. iii. pp. 787, sq., p. 1155; Hard. t. i. pp. 911, sq.; cf. Fuchs, Bidl. 

der Kirchenvers, vol. ili. pp. 125, sqq. 
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the assistance of the secular judges and magistrates, command 
them to choose on their side also deputies for a religious 
discussion. The letter to be addressed to the secular judges 
shall be signed by the Bishop of Carthage in the name of all. 

Can. 2 (92). At the same time, Archbishop Aurelius sub- 
mitted for acceptance the letter of summons to be issued to 
the Donatists, the purport of which was that Donatists as well 
as Catholics, each party at its own Council, should make 
choice of deputies who should treat in common concerning 
the points of difference, and, where it was possible, come to a 
brotherly agreement. 

We observe that in this canon the church of Carthage, as 
holding the common primacy of all Africa, is called xar’ 
éEoyny the Ecclesia Catholica, and the African General Council 
a Coneilium Catholicum. 

In June of the following year the ninth Carthaginian Synod 
took place, which again occupied itself with the affair of the 
Donatists, on whose account it sent the two bishops, Theasius 
ant-Fyvodius, to the Emperors Arcadius and Honorius. Of 
the Acts of this Synod we still possess, besides the proemium, 

the instruction’ given to the synodal deputies just mentioned, 
to this effect: “They should inform the Emperors (properly 
Honorius, as Emperor of the West) that the Donatists had 

not accepted the offer made to them in the previous year, and 
had chosen no deputies, but had, on the contrary, indulged in 
all kinds of acts of violence ‘against bishops, clergy, and 
churches of the Catholics. To this should be joined the 
petition that the Emperors would extend their protection to 
the Church and its ministers, and that they would again 
enforce the penal laws against the heretics, issued by their 
father Theodosius.” These deputies were at the same time 
entrusted with a letter from the Synod to the Emperors, 
signed by Aurelius in the name of all. In a second letter 
the secular judges were requested for the present, until an 
Imperial order was made, to protect the Catholics. Besides 
this, the deposition of Equitius, Bishop of Hippo-Diarrhytus? 
was again pronounced ; and lastly, letters of recommendation to 
the Bishop of Rome, and in general to the bishops of the place 

1 In No. 98 of the African canons. * Cf. above, p. 425. 
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where the Emperor was then staying, were also given to the 
deputies of the Synod.’ | 

Before these deputies reached Honorius he had already 
been induced by the brutal deeds of the Dongtists to publish 
a severe edict against them, and had threatened the Donatist 

laity with fines, and their clergy with exile. Immediately 
after this, in February 405, he published a series of still 
more severe edicts, and especially commanded that the 
churches of the Donatists should be taken from them.? The 
consequence was, that at Carthage there were numerous 
conversions from Donatism; and on the 23d August 405 
the tenth Carthaginian Synod was held, which, in the inte- 

rest of 8 more comprehensive union, demanded that all pro- 
vinces should send their deputies with full powers (libera 
legatio) to the projected Council of Union? It was also 
resolved to request the secular judges to take steps in other 
provinces as well as Carthage for effecting a union of the 
Donatists with the Church. Letters of thanks for the ex- 
clusion of the Donatists (decreed by the Emperor) were also 
to be sent to the Court, and delivered by two Carthaginian 
ecclesiastics. Lastly, a letter of Pope Innocent 1, no longer 
extant, was read, which said that “ bishops should not 
lightly undertake journeys by sea,” and to this the Synod 
agreed. 

We learn all this from the extract of the Synodal Acts, 
which is given in the African Codex. But the Ballerini 
suppose that another canon belongs to this Synod, viz. that 
which Isidore ascribes to the Synod of Mileve as its twenty- 
third.* 

We have fuller accounts of the eleventh Carthaginian Synod, 
which was again held in the Basilica of the Second Region 

1 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 794, 1115; Hard. t. i. pp. 915, sq. ; translated by Fuchs, 
lec. pp. 131, sqq. 

2 Cf. LL. 38, 89, Cod. Theodos. De Hereticis, and my treatise on the 
Donatists in the Kirchenlex. of Wetzer and Welte, vol. iii. p. 260. 

* Cf. Van Espen, Commentarius in Canones, etc., p. 368, in his comments on 
the ninety-seventh canon of Africa. 

* Under canons 93 and 94 in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 798, 799; Hard. t. i. pp. 918, 
919; translated in Fuchs, Uc. p. 135. 

6 Baller. edit. Opp. &. Leonis, t. iii. p. xcv. 
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on the 13th June! 407, the Acts of which are found in the 
African Codex.” The decrees are as follows :— 

Can. 1 (No. 95 in the African Codex). As the rule of 
the Council of Hippo, that a General Synod should be held 
annually, is too burdensome for the bishops, in future one 
shall be held only when necessary for the whole of Africa, 
and wherever appears most convenient. But the necessities 
of the several provinces shall be provided for at the Provincial 
Synods. 

CaN. 2 (96) is divided into three parts: (a) If there is an 
appeal from a sentence, both parties must appoint the judges 
of the new court; but there shall be no further appeal. (0) 
The embassies from Nuntidia are most thankfully received. 
(c) For the necessities of the Churches, five executores or 
exactores shall be demanded of the Emperor® to collect the 
revenues of the Church. 

Can. 3 (No. 97). The Synodal deputies, Vincent and 
Fortunatius, sent to the Emperor, shall also beg that special 
advocates may be appointed for the Church. The deputies 
sent to the Court shall have a free legatio, i.e. full powers; 
and as Bishop Primosus, deputy of Mauretania Cesariensis, 
did not appear, information shall be given to Innocent, the 

primate (senex) of that province. 
Can. 4 (98). Communities which never had a bishop 

shall not possess one in future, except with the consent of 
the Plenary Council of each province, the Primate, and the 
Bishop to whose diocese the Church in question has hitherto 
belonged.* 

Can. 5 (99). Communities which on their return from the 
sect of the Donatists had bishops of their own, may keep 
them without further permission ; but after the death of their 
former bishop they may give up forming a diocese of their 

1 “* Tdib. Juniis,” not ‘‘ Juliis,” should be read, as is shown by the remark in 
Mansi, t. iii. p. 799, not. 4, and Hard. t. i. p. 919, ad margin. 

? Between canons 94 and 106. In Mansi and Hard. U.cc.; translated 

into German in Fuchs, i.c. pp. 137, sqq. Van Espen has a commentary on 
this, Commentarius, etc., pp. 365, sqq. 

3 Cf. Van Espen, J.c. p. 366. 
4 Thus at that time the right of founding new Sees was not reserved to the 

Pope. Cf. Van Espen, lc. p. 368. 
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own, and may join another diocese. Those bishops who, 
before the publication of the Imperial edict of union,’ have 
brought back Donatist communities to the Church may hence- 
forth keep them; but after the publication of this law all 
communities, whether converted or unconverted, shall be 

claimed by the bishops of the place to which they formerly, 
while still heretics, (de jure) belonged. The same rule applies 
to the church utensils and rights.’ 

Can. 6 (100). The Council appoints judges in the affair of 
Bishop Maurentius.” 

Can. 7 (101). Letters shall be addressed to Pope Innocent 
with regard to the division between the Roman and Alex- 
andrian Churches (caused by the deposition of Chrysostom), 
that peace may be again restored. 

Can. 8 (102). Married people who have been separated 
may not marry again, but shall either be reconciled or live 
as divorced persons. A petition shall also be made for an 
Imperial decree on this subject.* 

Can. 9 (103). Only such forms of prayer as have been 
examined by the Synod, and compiled by enlightened persons, 
shall be used.’ 

Can. 10 (104). If an accused ecclesiastic demands of the 
Emperor secular judges, he shall be deposed from his dignity ; 
but he may of course demand of the Emperor an episcopal 
tribunal. 

Can. 11 (105). He who, having been excommunicated in 
Africa, creeps into communion elsewhere on the other side of 
the sea, shall be shut out of the clerical body. 

Can. 12 (106). Those who wish to travel to the Imperial 
Court must first obtain littere formate to the Bishop of Rome, 
and from him similar letters to the Court. These letters must 
state the reasons for the journey, and the date of the feast of 

1Cf. eupr. p. 441. 
2 Cf. Van Espen, J.c. pp. 368, sq. ; Fuchs, Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. 

p. 140. This rule was abolished in 418 ; see below, sec. 119, canon 9. 
The text of this canon is much corrupted, and very difficult to be understood. 

Cf. Van Espen, U.c. pp. 369, 370. 
‘Cf. Van Espen, l.c. p. $70, and Corpus Jur. Can. c. 5, causa xxxii. quest. 7, 

where this canon is adopted from Isidore as emanating from the Synod of Mileve. 
® Cf. p. 398. 
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Easter. The deputies of the Council sent to the Emperor on 
account of the Donatists shall endeavour to obtain from him 
as much as they shall think good, and all Synodal Letters shall 
be signed by the Bishop of Carthage." 

Of the twelfth and thirteenth Carthaginian Synods, which 
took place in 408, the one on the 16th June and the other on 
the 13th October, we only know that they decided to send 
deputies to the Emperor regarding the affair of the Donatists 
This short account is preserved in the African Codex, between 
canons 106 and 107.? 

Here is also mentioned the fourteenth Carthaginian Synod, 
which took place in June 409, but which was only a pr- 
vincial and not a general one. Only one decree is mentioned, 
viz. that one bishop alone should not give a decision. 

In June of the following year, 410, the fifteenth Cartha- 
ginian Synod was celebrated, the only account of which is 
given in the African Codex, after canon 107. It was again 
decided to send an embassy to the Emperors, in order to 
obtain the recall of the edict of tolerance given by Honoris 
to all religious parties, including the Donatists.? The Emperor 
granted this request.‘ 

Sec. 117. Synods at Seleucia, Ptolemais, and Braga. 

According to Oriental accounts, in February of the same 
year, 410, in the eleventh year of the reign of the Persian 
king Isdegerdes, a Persian Synod was held at Seleucia- 
Ctesiphon. The occasion of it is thus related in an old 
biography of Archbishop Isaac of Seleucia :* “King Isde 
gerdes, who so long and cruelly persecuted the Christians 
became very ill, and in this distress he prayed the Empero 
Arcadius to send him a skilful physician. The Empero 
sent him the Bishop Maruthas from Roman Mesopotamia, 

* Cf. Van Espen, Le. p. 371. 
* Mansi, t. iii. p. 810 ; Hard. t. i. p- 926 ; Fuchs, ic. pp. 147, sqq. 
* Mansi, t. iii. p. 810 ; Hard. t. i. p. 926. 
* Cf. my treatise on the Donatists, Uc. p. 260. 
. According to Muratori, in the year 405; but according to Assemani and Mansi, in 410. Cf. Mansi, t. iii. p- 1166. 
* Assemani, Biblioth. Orient. Pars i. p. 366. 
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with a letter in which he prayed for mercy towards the Chris- 
tians. The king recovered, and being full of gratitude, at 
the request of Maruthas he allowed the restoration of the 
Christian Church. Patriarch Isaac of Seleucia-Ctesiphon then 
immediately summoned forty Persian bishops to his cathedral 
for a Synod, at which Maruthas was also present.”! 

‘If doubts occur to us about this account, and therefore in 

general about the existence of this Synod (Arcadius having 
died in 408, could not therefore in 410 have sent an embassy 
and a letter to Isdegerdes), the supposed twenty-seven canons of 
the Synod are much more doubtful,? and the learned Muratori 
conjectured that Cardinal Frederick Borromeo of Milan, who 
bought a Latin translation of these pretended canons from 
a Syrian, had been imposed upon. The contents of these 
canons point to a forgery. Thus, eg. in the second canon 
the Procession of the Holy Ghost from the Father and .the 
Son is directly stated, and other canons are plainly moulded 
on those of Nicea, as for instance the fourth concerning the 
eunuchs, the fifth concerning the avvewaxtei, and the third 
concerning the ordination of a bishop by at least three others. 
Besides, at a Synod of such great importance as this must 
have been, more important matters would surely have come 
under discussion.” 

The Synod held by the renowned Bishop Synesius at 
Ptolemais in the Pentapolis (Africa), on account of the excomi- 
munication of the Governor Alaronicus of Cyrenaica,* belonged 
to the year 411; this, however, was only a diocesan Synod. 

In the collections of Councils ad annum 4IT are also 
generally found the Acts of the Collatio Carthaginensis,’ that 
religious discussion so remarkable in the history of the 

1 Mansi, lc. 
* Printed in Mansi, t. iii. pp. 1167, sqq., and t. vii. pp. 1181, sqq. Renaudot 

(Liturg. Orient. t. ii. p. 272) and the younger Assemani (in his Biblioth. Codic. 
Oriental Flor. p. 94) say that a codex with twenty-six canons of this Synod is 
to be found at Florence. 

3 Cf. Walch, Historie der Kirchenvers. pp. 257, aq. 
4The Acts are in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 1, aqq. Cf. also Tiibing. Quartalschrift, © 

1852, book i. pp. 148, sq. 
5 Mansi, t. iv. pp. 7-288. Hardouin, t. i. pp. 1043-1190, translated into 

German in Fuchs, Bibl. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 151, sqq. 
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Donatist controversies, which took place in that year. As it 
did not, however, bear the character of a synod, it does not 

come within the range of this inquiry.’ 
We shall not either consider the short Acts of a Synod at 

Braga (in Spain, now belonging to Portugal) of 411, as they 
are universally acknowledged to be spurious.” 

SEc. 118. Synods concerning the Pelagians at Carthage, 
Jerusalem, Diospolis, Rome, and Muleve. 

The Pelagian controversies, just arisen, occasioned a series 

of new synods, and the first of these assemblies probably took 
place as early as 411.2 The Ballerini have proved this date 
with tolerable accuracy, while Quesnel has decided for the 
year 412, and has drawn many historians to his side.* 

Celestius, the confidential friend of Pelagius, had gone from 
Rome, where, from the beginning of the fifth Christian century, 
they had together propagated their new doctrines, to Carthage, 
in order to become a priest there; but several zealous 
Catholics had warned Archbishop Aurelius of Carthage against 
him as a false teacher, and he now assembled a synod in his 
episcopal. city, at which Celestius was to appear. Its Acts 
have not been handed down to us complete, but two fragments 
of them were bequeathed us by S. Augustine and Marius 

’ More concerning it will be found in my treatise on the Donatists in the 
Kirchenlezicon of Wetzer and Welte, vol. iii. pp. 260, sqq. 

2 Printed in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 287, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. p. 1190; on this, ef. 
Walch, /.c. p. 260, and Remi Ceillier, U.c. t. xii pp. 708, sqq. 

3 Learned men have treated much of the origin of the Pelagians. To me 
their fundamental doctrine, that ‘‘ man is virtuous entirely of his own merit, not 
of the gift of grace,”’ seems to be a rehabilitation of the general heathen view of 
the world. Thus Cicero says: ‘‘ For gold, lands, and all the blessings of life, 
we have to thank the gods; but no one has ever thanked the gods for his 
virtues.” ‘‘ Virtutem autem nemo unquam acceptam Deo retulit.” Cic. de Nai. 
Deorum, lib. iii. c. 36. Cf. Kuhn, Quartalsch. 1846, pp. 226, sq. Modern 
Paganism takes quite the same view. Once when I was in company with a 
Protestant Rationalistic member of the Government, and among other things 
remarked that, ‘‘ without the grace of God, virtue is impossible to us,” that 
gentleman replied, ‘‘That may be so in the Catholic dogma, but all well- 
educated Protestants are of quite another opinion.” If Luther had heard 
this! 

* See the Ballerini edition of the works of S. Leo, t. iii. p. 846, n. v. 
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Mercator’ The Milanese deacon Paguylipus, the same who 
shortly afterwards, at the desire of Augustine, wrote the Life 
of S. Ambrose, appeared as the chief accuser of Celestius. He 

handed to the Archbishop Aurelius of Carthage a written 
account of the heresies of Czlestius, which Marius Mercator 
still possessed, and “which, as he says, mentioned the following 
six chief points of error :— 

1. Adam would have died, even if he had not sinned 

(Adam mortalem factum, qui sive peccaret sive non peccaret, 
moriturus fursset). 

2. The sin of Adam injured himself alone, and not all man- 
kind (guoniam peccatum Ade ipsum solum lesit, non genus 
humanum). 

3. New-born children are in the same condition in which 
Adam was before the Fall (quoniam parvuli, qui nascuntur, in 
eo statu sunt, in quo fuit Adam ante prevaricationem). 

4. It is not true that because of the death and sin of 
Adam all mankind die; neither is it true that because of 

Christ’s resurrection all men rise again (quoniam neque pe 
mortem vel prevariationem Ada omne genus hominum moria- 
tur, nec per resurrectionem Christt omne genus hominum re- 
surget). 

5. The Law leads to heaven as well as the Gospel (quoniam 
Lex mittit ad regnum calorum quomodo et Evangelium). 

6. Even before the coming of Christ there were men who 
were entirely without sin (quoniam et ante adventum Domini 
fuerunt homines impeccabiles, i.e. sine peccato)? 

1§. Aug. De Gratia Christi et Peccato Orig. lib. ii. c. 2, 3, 4, and Marius 
Mercator in his Commonitorium super Nomine Celestii, etc. Both these frag- 
ments of Augustine and Marius Mercator are printed in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 
290, sqq. ; the former also in Hard. t. i. p. 2001 (really 1201). 

2 The text of the six propositions of Celestius is given by Marius Mercator in 
his work, Commonit. super Nomine Celestii, who professed to have still in his 
possession the Acts of the transactions at Carthage (Gestorum Exemplaria). See 
Marii Mercat. Opp. ed. Migne, t. 48 of the Cursus Patrol. pp. 69, 70. Augus- 
tine gives these propositions from memory rather differently, and in a somewhat 
different order ; and also in Marius Mercator we find another more peculiar text 
(in his lib. Subnotat. in Verba Juliani, l.c. p. 115). Here the six propositions run 
thus: ‘‘1. Adam mortalem factum, qui sive peccaret sive non peccaret, fuisset mori- 
turus. 2. Quoniam peccatum Ads ipsum solum lesit, et non genus humanum. 
3. Quoniam infantes, qui nascuntur, in eo statu sunt, in quo Adam fuit ante 
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Celestius was examined on these points, and we still find 
in Augustine two fragments recording the discussions on this 
subject, the first of which contains the examination on the 
second of the above-mentioned points. Archbishop Aurelius 
had this proposition read aloud, upon which Celestius declared 
that it was doubtful whether sin were inherited (tradux 
peccatt), and that he had even heard different opinions on this 
subject expressed by priests of the Church. Paulinus com- 
manded that he should name them, and he mentioned the 

priest Rufinus of Rome, but could not name any others, 

although again challenged by Paulinus to do so. , 
A second fragment given by Augustine deals with the dis- 

cussion on the third proposition. After this had been read, 
Celestius demanded that Paulinus should declare how he 
understood the words, “before the Fall.” The latter, how- 

ever, proposed the alternative that Celestius should either 
deny that he had taught this, or then reject it. When 
Celestiys would not agree to this, Archbishop Aurelius, as 
President of the Synod, interposed, himself explained the 
words under discusston, and put the question thus: “ Did 
Celestius maintain that unbaptized children were in the same 
state as Adam was before the Fall, or were they burdened 
with the guilt of the transgression of the divine command ?” 
Celestius, however, made no answer to this either, but only 

again declared that the orthodox were not agreed concerning 
the tradux peccati, and that it was an open question. And, 
moreover, as he maintained the necessity of baptism, what 

could they ask more ? 
Nothing more exact is known of the transactions of pe 

Synod; but Marius Mercator says that the assembled bishops~wf 
had demanded that Ceelestius should recant,and as he refused 

prevaricationem. 4. Quoniam neque per mortem Adz omne genus hominu 
moriatur, quia nec per resurrectionem Christi omne genus hominum 
5. Quoniam infantes, etiamsi non baptizentur, habeant vitam s#ternam 

Adjecit preterea : posse hominem sine peccato esse et facile Dei mandat 
vare, quia et ante Christi adventum fuerunt homines sine peccato, et qu 
Lex sic mittit ad regnum celorum, sicut Evangelium.” We see that t} 
difference is in No. 5, where something is said which is not contained heat js te 
first list of the six propositions, and No. 6 comprises that which is « otal 
above in Nos. 5 and 6. 
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this, they had pronounced excommunication upon him, but 
‘that he appealed to Rome.’ 

Celestius at once repaired to Ephesus to obtain the desired 
dignity of the priesthood, which he received. Pelagius, how-} 
ever, had gone to Palestine, where he had found an opponent 
in S. Jerome, and where also his errors had brought him into 
notice. About the same time S. Augustine sent his pupil, the 
Spanish priest Orosius, to Bethlehem, to put S. Jerome and 

others on their guard against the dangers of Pelagianism. | 
The result was, that in June 415 a diocesan Synod assembled 
in that city under the presidency of Bishop John of Jeru-.. 
salem, of which we still possess an account by Orosius.? 
Immediately after the opening of the Synod, Orosius reported 
what had taken place with regard to Celestius in Africa, 
referred’ to the work, De Natura_eé Gratia, written by Aygus- 

tine against Pelagianism, and read aloud Augustine’s letter to 
Hilary, with reference to the Pelagian views emerging in 
Sicily. Upon this, at the command of Bishop John of Jeru- 
salem, Pelagius himself was obliged to appear before the Synod. 
Immediately upon his entrance the priests asked him whether 
he had really propounded the doctrine which Augustine 
opposed. He replied, “ What have I to do with Augustine ?” 
This rudeness towards a man so highly venerated so angered 
the priests, that they exclaimed that Pelagius must not only 
be excluded from the assembly, but shut out from the whole 
Church. Bishop John, however, allowed him to be seated, 
and said: “I am Augustine, that is, I now represent the 
person of Augustine.” Orosius remarks that he did this in 
order that he might be able to forgive Pelagius his insolent 
expression against Augustine. In so doing, however, Bishop 
John had to endure from Orosius the pointed remark: “ If 
you are Augustine, then follow his views.” Bishop John then 
demanded that the complaints against Pelagius should be 
brought forward, and Orosius said: “ Pelagius has maintained 

1 Mansi, t. iv. p. 298. 
*In his Apologia pro Libertate Arbitrit, cc. 3, 4, printed in the Bibl. Maz. 

PP. t. vi. p. 448; and in Mansi, t. iv. p. 307; Hard. t. i: p. 2007 (really 
1207); translated with notes in Fuchs, Bibl. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 
320, 8qq- 

Il. 2F 
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against me that man may be without sin, if only he desires 
it.” When Pelagius admitted this, Orosius went on: “ This 
very doctrine was rejected by the Synod of Carthage, by 
Augustine, and by 8S. Jerome.” Further discussion was inter- 
rupted by Bishop John, who desired that Orosius and those 
who held with him should formally declare themselves 
accusers of Pelagius, and acknowledge him, Bishop John, as 
the judge; to which they did not agree. Neither would 
Orosius be induced by Bishop John to affirm that God had 
made the nature of man evil. Pelagius, however, upon further 
questioning from John, declared that he did not maintain that 
man could be without any sin by nature, but that each one who | 
strove for it received from God the power of being entirely 
sinless ; but without the help of God it was not possible to be 
sinless. Orosius also maintained the same; but as he only 
spoke Latin, and Bishop John Greek, they could only under- 
stand one another through an interpreter, who translated many 
things wrongly. On this account, and because he observed 
the ill-will of Bishop John, Orosius demanded that, as Pelagius 
as well as his opponents were Latins, the decision concerning 
this heresy should be left to the Latins. Some members of 
the Synod supported this demand, and so Bishop John 
decided to send deputies and letters to Pope Innocent, 
declaring that his decision would be generally accepted. All 
present agreed to this, and the assembly ended in peace. 

Some months later, in December of the same year, 415, 

the Pelagian controversy occasioned a second Synod in Pales- 
tine at Diospolis, or Lydda, at which fourteen bishops were 
present. Of these, Eulogius of Czresarea is mentioned as 
holding the first place, and John of Jerusalem the second ;! so 
that the former probably presided on account of the metropo- 
litan dignity of his See. Besides these, the following names are 
given: Ammoniacus, Porphyry, Eutonius, a second Porphyry, 
Fidus, Zosimus, Zoboenus, Nymphidius, Chromatius, Jovinus, 

Eleutherius, and Clematius. One of the chief defenders 

of Pelagius was the deacon Anianus. The occasion for this 
Synod was afforded by two Gallican bishops, Heros of Arles 
and Lazarus of Aix, who being, unjustly no doubt, driven 

1 In Augustine, lib. i. Contra Julian. cap. v. n. 19. 
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from their Sees! had come to Palestine, and, probably in agree- 
ment with Jerome, gave Bishop Eulogius of Cesarea a letter 
of complaint, containing a list of errors from the writings of 
Pelagius and Celestius. On the appointed day, however, 
neither of them could appear at the Synod on account of 
illness ;? and besides this, Orosius, bitterly reviled and perse- 
cuted by Bishop John,” had already departed, so that Pelagiys, 
who duly appeared at the assembly, found no chief accuser 
to take up the case against him in person. In order to show 
himself in the most favourable light possible, he read aloud 
several friendly letters addressed to him by illustrious bishops, 
also one from Augustine,’ in which he in a few lines, but very 
courteously, acknowledged the receipt of a letter from Pelagius* 
On the other hand, the letter of complaint of Heros and 
Lazarus was not read 7% eztenso; but as the assembled 

bishops did not understand Latin, the different points of 
complaint were only selected by an interpreter. The diffi- 
culty of language was a hindrance to a closer investigation of 
the matter, and must have been so much the more to the 

_ advantage of Pelagius that he understood Greek himself 
perfectly, and was able to converse in that language with 
the members of the Synod, and to refute their suspicions.® 

The first charge was, that he had maintained in one of his 
books that “no one could be without sin but he who possessed 
the knowledge of the law.” The Synod demanded, “ Hast 
thou taught this?” and he replied, “I did not say that he 
who has the knowledge of the law cannot sin, but that he is 

1 Pope Zosimus gives an unfavourable description of them ; see Baron. ad ann. 
417, 25, sq. But as the Pope was at first deceived by the innuendoes of the 

- Pelagians, Tillemont (Mémoires, etc., t. xiii. pp. 677, ed. Venise) undertook a 
defence of these two Gallican bishops. 

? August. De Gestis Pelag. c. 1. 
3 Cf. his Apologia in Mansi, lc. p. 310. * August. Hpist. 146. 
* Cf. August. De Gestis Pelag. cc. 25, 21 ; and Remi Ceillier, t. xii. p. 715. 
6 The accounts of this Synod are to be found scattered in Augustine. In the 

following notes we shall quote the places in question. They are collected in 
Mansi, t, iv. pp. 815, sqq.; also in Hard. t. i. pp. 2009, sqq. (really 1209) ; in 
German in Fuchs, Bibl. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 328-837. A collection of 
the Pelagian propositions discussed at this Synod, taken from Augustine, Ep. 
186 (formerly 106), and from other sources, but possessing no great worth, is 
given by Mansi (.¢. pp. 811, sqq.), after the example of earlier collectors of 
Councils. 
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helped by the knowledge of the law not to sin.” The Synod 
declared this statement to be in accordance with the teaching 
of the Church.’ 

The second passage from the same work of Pelagius, 
which was read by command of the Synod, was as follows: 
“Every one is governed by his own will;” and Pelagius 
explained these words also to the satisfaction of the Council’ 
This was also the case with the third passage: “In the dav 
of judgment all sinners will be punished with everlasting fire.” 
These words seemed, to a certain extent, to contradict the 

truth that for Christ’s sake sinners are forgiven; but Pelagius 
appealed to Matt. xxv. 46, accusing all who taught otherwise of 
Origenism ; and he again obtained the assent of the Synod’ 

The fourth accusation was, that he had maintained that “ evil 

did not even enter into the thoughts of the just,” but he said 
that he only meant “that the Christian must make an effort to 
think no evil;” and this was again approved.* ‘Afterwards 
Pelagius explained two other propositions from his books—viz 
that “the kingdom of heaven is also promised in the Old 
ee ” and that “ man can, if he will, be entirely without 
in”*to the satisfaction of the Synod, and repudiated as 
ee two other accusations, viz. that in a letter to a widow 
he had addressed her in flattering terms as sinless, and had 
ascribed to himself perfect freedom from sin; whereupon the 
Synod expressed great indignation towards his accusers.° 

It was then asserted that already at the Synod at Carthage 
in 411 the following had been shown to be the doctrine of 
Ceelestius : “ Adam was created mortal, and would have died 
whether he had sinned or not; the sin of Adam injured hin- 
self alone, and not the whole human race; the Law leads to 
the kingdom of God as well as the Gospel; even before the 

1 We learn this from August. De Gestis Pelag. c. 1; also printed in Mansi, 
t. iv. p. 316 ; and Hard. t. i. p. 2009. 

* August. lc. 3. 
3 August. ic. 8, n. 9,10; Mansi, ic.; Hard. ic. [The fact here recorded, 

and St. Augustine’s comment on it, are important, as showing that Origen’s 
Universalist theory was regarded as heretical in the Church. } 

* August. l.c. 4, and the commencement of c. 5 ; Mansi, l.c. ; Hard. Le. 
® August. ic. 5 et 6; Mansi, l.c. p. $17; Hard. lc, 
6 August. ic. 6, and De Peccato Orig. lib. ii. c. 11; Mansi, lc. ; Hard. 

Le. p. 2010. 
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coming of Christ there were men who were entirely sinless ; 
the regenerate are in the same condition as Adam was before 
the fall; neither the death of Adam nor his sin are the cause 
of all men dying, nor is the resurrection of Christ the cause 
of all rising again.” It was also said that Augustine, in his 
answer to Hilary, in which he refuted the pupils of Celestius 
in Sicily, brought forward the following propositions of 
Celestius: “ Man can, if he chooses, be without sin ; children, 

even if unbaptized, enjoy eternal life; rich men cannot enter 
the kingdom of God unless they renounce all.” Pelagius 
replied that he had already made answer with regard to the 
proposition that man might be without sin, and that it was 
indeed true that, even before the birth of Christ, there had 

been persons who were entirely without sin. The remaining 
propositions, however, were not his, and he had not therefore 

to answer for them. But in order fully to satisfy the Synod, 
he would reject them; and this declaration seemed quite 
sufficient.’ 

To the further accusation, that he had maintained that 

“the Church was, even upon earth, without spot or wrinkle,” 
he replied: “ Yes, it was cleansed in baptism from all spot 
and wrinkle, and it was the will of the Lord that it should so 
remain ;” and the Synod approved this also.” Then the follow- 
ing passage from the work of Celestius was read: “ We do 
more than is commanded in the Law and the Gospel.” Pela- 
gius declared that he had said this in reference to the unmarried 
state, which was not commanded, and was yet observed; and 
the Synod exclaimed : “ The Church also teaches this.”* With 
regard to the further propositions of Celestius, that “the 
Divine grace and help is not granted to individual acts, but 
consists in free will, and in the giving of the Law and the 
doctrine,” and that “the grace of God is given according to 
our deserts, and God would be unjust if He granted it to 
sinners, whence it is in our power to deserve it or not—for if 
all our actions were wrought only by the grace of God, then 

1 August. De Peccato Orig. lib. ii. c. 11, De Gestis Pelagii, c. 11; Mansi, 
dc. p. 818 ; Hard. Le. p. 2011. 

2 August. De Geatis Pelagii, c. 12 ; Mansi, Le. p. 318 ; Hard. Uc. 
3 In August. lc. 18; Mansi, ic. ; Hard. le. 
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if we sinned, the grace of God, and not ourselves, would be 

overcome, and the guilt of the sin would fall upon God, who 
either could not or would not preserve us from it”—-Pelagius 
left it undecided whether they were propositions of Celestius 
or not, but for his own part rejected them. 

Another statement of Czlestius, that “every one might pos- 
sess all virtues and graces,” Pelagius explained thus: that 
“ God gave to him who deserved it all the gifts of grace, as 
to the Apostle Paul ;” and the Synod again declared that this 
was also “in accordance with the mind of the Church.”? 

Bishop John of Jerusalem further relates that when some 
bishops (at the Syned) murmured that Pelagius did not con- 
sider the Divine assistance necessary, he, John, declared that 
this seemed to him also to contradict the teaching of S. Paul, 
who said: “I laboured more abundantly than they all: yet 
not I, but the grace of God which was with me” (1 Cor. xv. 
10). Pelagius, he adds, had then declared: “I also believe 
this, and let him be anathematized who says that, without 
the Divine assistance, man can advance in all virtue.” Augus- 
tine, who mentions this, adds that John was not quite correct 
here, for Pelagius did not say: “I also believe this.”* 

Finally, the following propositions were selected from the 
work of Celestius: “ No one can be called a child of God 
but he who is entirely without sin, and therefore S. Paul, 
according to his own confession (Phil. iii. 12), was no child 
of God; ignorance and forgetfulness are not sins; man has 
free will to do anything, or to leave it undone, but if th 
assistance of God is necessary, free will no longer exists; 1 
man triumphs over evil, that is his own merit; we are par- 
takers of the Divine nature, and therefore, if the soul could 

not be without sin, neither could God be without sin, for 

the soul is a part of Him (pars Hjus); penitents receive for- 
giveness, not of grace, but of their own merits.” Pelagius 
rejected these doctrines as not being his, and anathematized 

all who opposed the doctrines of the holy Catholic Church; 
upon which the Synod, in conclusion, declared him worthy of 

? August. De Gestis Pelag. c. 14; Mansi, Lc. ; Hard. Lc. pp. 2011, 2012. 
* De Gestis Pelag. c. 14, n. 87, and c. 15, n. 38; Mansi, dc. ; Hard. Le. 

p. 2012. 
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communion.. No wonder that S. Jerome, in a letter to . 
Augustine, calls this Synod miseradile* A special treatise on 
it was published by the learned French Jesuit Daniel.’ It is 
also treated of by all historians of Pelagianism, such as Car- 
dinal Noris, Vossius, Garnier, and others. 

Heros and Lazarus sent word by Orosius to acquaint the 
bishops of proconsular Asia with the result of this unhappy 

Synod at Diospolis, while they were assembled in 416 at a 
Synod at Carthage under the presidency of Aurelius* The 
décisions pronounced against Czlestius five years before at the 
ynod of 411 were therefore here confirmed afresh, and were 

announced to Pope Innocent I. in a detailed Synodal Letter. 
This is the only document which has come down to us from 
this Synod, and it is printed among the letters of Augustine, 
as well as in the Collections of the Councils.’ We see from 
this that no less than sixty-eight bishops, whose names are 
mentioned in this document, were present. All belonged to 
proconsular Africa, and therefore S. Augustine, the celebrated 
champion against the Pelagians, was not among them, as Hippo- 

Regius belonged to the ecclesiastical province of Numidia. 
The Numidians, however, immediately followed the example 

of their proconsular neighbours, and a short time after this 
they also held a Synod at Mileve, in the same year, 416, 
under the presidency of the senior bishop (prime sedis episco- 
pus) Silvanus. Of this Synod also we possess only the Synodal 
Letter to Pope Innotent, according to which fifty-nine bishops, 
and among them 8S. Augustine, were present there. In this 
letter they begged the Pope that, “as God had favoured him 
with such exceeding honour, and placed him in the Apostolic 

1 August. De Gestis Pelag. cc. 18-20 ; Mansi, Lc. p. 8320; Hard. dc. p. 2012. 

* Jerome, Epist. 79 (in Ballarsi, Hp. 143). 
> Histoire du Concile de Diospolis ; Daniel, see his Ouvrages, tom. i, p. 635. 
4 Cf. the Synodal Letter of Carthage, to be treated of presently. 
5 August. Epist. 175, formerly 90; Mansi, t. iv. pp. 821, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. 

p. 2018 (really 1218) ; Ballerini, edit. Opp. S. Leonis M. t. iii. pp. 128, sqq. ; 
translated in Fuchs, Bibl. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 388, sqq. 

¢ The pseudo-Isidorian Collection ascribes to the Synod twenty-seven canons 
also, but these all belong to other Synods. They are printed in Mansi, t. iv. 
pp. 326, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 1217, sqq. ; translated in Fuchs, U.c. pp. 846, sqq. 
Their spuriousness was shown by Schelstraten, Antig. Hecl. Afric. Diss. ili. ; 
Noris, Hist. Pelag. lib. i. c. 10, and Hardouin and Mansi in the notes on these. 
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Chair, he would, in the present great danger of the Church, 

show his faithfulness as a shepherd, and hinder the spreading 
of the Pelagian errors. He would see that the Pelagian 
doctrine contradicted many statements of Holy Scripture, and 
especially those words of the Lord’s Prayer: ‘ Forgive us our 
trespasses, and lead us not into temptation.’ ”? 

Some time afterwards, five other African bishops, among 
whom was Augustine, again made a special appeal to Innocent 
concerning the Pelagians.? In the beginning of 417 he sent 
answers to those bishops who had assembled at Carthage and 
those who had met at Mileve, as well as to the five who had 

especially appealed to him, and these letters are still extant.” 
He fully agreed with the sentence passed upon Czlestius and 
Pelagius by the Carthaginian bishops, praised the Africans 
for their discernment, confiuned_the-sentence of excommuni- 

cation pronounced upon Pelagius and Calestius, threatened 
with the same punishment all their adherents, and found 
in the work of Pelagius many blasphemies and censurable 
doctrines. 

Innocent’s successor, Zosimus, who in the commencement 

of his reign in 4]7 was deceived by the ambiguous confession 
of faith of Pelagius and Ceelestius, adopted another line. He 
had not long entered upon his office when Czlestius, who had 
gone from Ephesus to Constantinople, but had been again 
driven away from thence, gave him a confession of faith, of 

which we still possess fragments*  Zosimus immediately 
assembled a Roman Synod, at which Czlestius in general 
terms condemned what Pope Innocent had already con- 
demned, and what the Apostolic See would always condemn, 
but did not enter into the details of the erroneous doctrines 
with which he had been reproached at Carthage; he so 

' Printed in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 334, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. pp. 1221, sqq. ; Baller. 
edit. Opp. S. Leonis M. t. iii. pp. 141, sqq.; translated in Fuchs, lc. pp. 
346, 8qq. 

2 See their Letter in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 337, sqq. ; Hard. t. i. p. 1203; Baller. 
ic. p. 149; Fuchs, lc. pp. 351, sqq. 

3 In Mansi, t. iii. pp. 1071, sqq., 1075, sqq., 1078 ; Hard. t. i. pp. 1025, 1028, 
1080 ; Baller. Z.c. pp. 134, 144, 149. 

* August. De Peccato Orig. c. 2, 5, 6; also in Mansi, t. iv. p. 858; trans- 
lated in Fuchs, fc. pp. 369, sqq. 
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influenced the Pope in his favour, that, in a letter to the 
African bishops, he declared Celestius to be orthodox, blamed 
their former conduct, and represented Heros and Lazarus, 
Ceelestius’ chief opponerits, as very wicked men, whom he had 
punished with excommunication and deposition.’ 

Shortly after this Zosimus also received the confession of 
faith which Pelagius had already addressed, together with a 
letter, to Pope Innocent 1 Besides this, a letter in favour 
of Pelagius from Praylus, the new Bishop of Jerusalem, had 
reached Rome, and Zosimus not only had this document read 
at his Synod, but at once addressed a second letter to the 
Africans, to the effect that Pelagius, like Celestius, had most 

completely justified himself, and that both recognised the 
necessity of grace. Heros and Lazarus, on ‘the contrary, were 
bad men, and the Africans were much to blame for having 
suffered themselves to be influenced by such contemptible 
slanderers.’ 

In consequence of these letters, the second of which was 
written in September 417, the African bishops, in the autumn 
of 417 or in the beginning of 418, assembled in all haste at 
a Synod at Carthage, and in a Synodal Letter to the Pope 

they declared “That he should hold to the sentence pronounced 
by Pope Innocent against Pelagius and Ceelestius, until both 
of them distinctly acknowledged that for every single good 
action we need the help of the grace of God through Jesus 
Christ ; and this not only to perceive what is mght, but also 
to practise it, so that without it we can neither possess, think, 

speak, or do anything really good and holy.”* 
They sent this Synodal Letter by the sub-deacon Marcel- 

linus, and the result was a letter from Pope Zosimus of the 
21st March 418, in which he affirmed that he had already 
given the affair of the Pelagians his mature consideration, but 

1 Mansi, t. iv. p. 350; Baron. ad ann. 417, n. 19, sqq. 
*Itis found in the Appendix to vol. x. of the Benedictine edition of the 

works of Augustine ; also in Mansi, t. iv. p. 355; Baron. ad ann. 417, n. 31; 
and in German in Fuchs, l.¢c. pp. 363, sqq. 

? Mansi, t. iv. p. 358; Baron. ad ann. 417, n. 25, sqq. 
4 This fragment of the Synodal Letter is found in Prosper, Contra Collatorem, 

c. 5, printed in Mansi, i.c. pp. 376 and 378 in the Notaa. Cf. also August. 
De Peccato Orig. c. 7, 8, and lib. ii. ad Boniface, c. 8. 
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added that he had transmitted all the documents to the 
Africans for the purpose of common consultation.’ 

Sec, 119. The African General Synod, the sixteenth at 
Carthage, in 418. 

This letter, as is stated at the end, reached the hands of 
the Africans towards the end of April 418, and on the 1st of 
May of the same year they opened a new great or General 
Synod in the Secretarium of the Basilica of Faustus at Carth- 
age, which is often, as by the Carthaginian Synod of 525, 
designated the sixteenth under Aurelius, although, as what 
has gone before shows, it should be known under a higher 
number. Bishops were present not only from all the pro- 
vinces of Africa, but even from Spain, in all no less than two 

hundred? They composed eight or nine canons against 
Pelagianism, and eleven others, partly directed against the 
Donatists and partly concerning general matters.’ 

Can. 1 (109 in the Cod. Can. Eccl. Afric.). “ If any man says 
that Adam, the first man, was created mortal, so that whether 

he sinned or not he would have died, not as the wages of sin, 
but through the necessity of nature, let him be anathema.” 

Can. 2 (110). “If any man says that new-born children 
need not be baptized, or that they should indeed be baptized 
for the remission of sins, but that they have in them no 
original sin inherited from Adam which must be washed away 
in the bath of regeneration, so that in their case the formula 
of baptism ‘for the remission of sins’ must not be taken 
literally, but figuratively, let him be anathema; because, 
according to Rom. v. 12, the sin of Adam (in quo omnes 
peccaverunt) has passed upon all.” 

1 In the Appendix to vol. x. of the works of Augustine ; and in Mansi, t. iv. 
p. 366. 

2 Thus says a very ancient codex of the proemium of this Synod given in 
Mansi, t. iv. p. 277 ; and Baller. ed. Opp. S. Leonis M. t. iii. p. 165. 

? Given in the Codex Can. Eccl. Afric. Nos. 108-127 ; Mansi, t. iii. pp. 810- 
823, and t. iv. p. 8377; Hard. t. i. pp. 926, sqq. ; in Baller. ed. Opp. S. Leonis 
M. t. iil. pp. 165, sqq. ; translated in Fuchs, U.c. pp. 373, sqq. A commentary 
on this was given by Van Espen, Comment. in Canones, etc., ed. Colon. 1755, 
pp. 373, sqq. 



THE AFRICAN GENERAL SYNOD, ETC. 459 

After this second canon several manuscripts and editions, 

especially the very ancient codex of the Ballerini, place the 
following third canon: “If any man says that in the kingdom 
of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place, where 
children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas 
without baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, © 
that is, into eternal life, let him be anathema.” As neither 

Isidore nor Dionysius’ have recognised this canon, its genuine- 
ness has been often disputed; the Ballerini, however, by 
appealing to Photius and Ferrandus, have defended it very 
successfully ;? and, according to their view, this Synod pub- 
lished not eight, but nine canons against the Pelagians. In 
what follows, however, we retain the usual numbering. 

Can. 3 (111). “ If any man says that the grace of God, by 
which man is justified through Jesus Christ, is only effectual 
for the forgiveness of sins already committed, but is of no 
avail for avoiding sin in the future, let him be anathema.” 

Can. 4 (112). “If any man says that this grace only helps 
not to sin, in so far that by it we obtain a better insight into 
the Divine commands, and learn what we should desire and 

avoid, but does not also give the power gladly to do and to 
fulfil what we have seen to be good, let him be anathema.”* 

Can. 5 (113). “If any man says that the grace of justifi- 
cation was given us in order that we might the more easily 
fulfil that which we are bound to do by the power of free 
will, so that we could, even without grace, only not so easily, 
fulfil the Divine commands, let him be anathema.” 

Can. 6 (114). “If any man understands the words of the 
Apostle: ‘If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, 
and the truth is not in us, to mean that we must acknow- 

ledge ourselves to be sinners only out of humility, not because 
we are really such, let him be anathema.” 

Can. 7 (115). “If any man says that the saints pronounce 
the words of the Lord’s Prayer, ‘forgive us our trespasses,’ not 
for themselves, because for them this petition is unnecessary, 

' Collec. Can. Eccl. Afric. * Baller. Uc. pp. xcvi. sq. 
* The text in Mansi, t. iii. p. 814, is here disfigured by an error in printing, 

the words ‘‘ etiam facere diligamus” occurring two lines too early. Hardouin 
and the Ballerini have the right text. 
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but for others, and that therefore it is, ‘forgive us,’ not ‘me,’ 
let him be anathema.” 

Can. 8 (116). “If any man says that the saints only pro- 
nounce these words, ‘ forgive us our trespasses,’ out of humility, 

not in their literal meaning, let him be anathema.” 
Can. 9 (117). “It has already been ordered by a former 

plenary Council,’ that those communities which became 
Catholic before the Imperial laws against the Donatists were 
issued by Honorius, are to remain in the dioceses of those 
bishops through whom they became Catholic; but that if they 
entered into communion with the Church after the publication 
of those laws, they shall be made over to that diocese to which 
they, while they were still Donatists, belonged (de jure). But 
as many disputes have arisen and do arise among the bishops 
from this cause, it is now decided that if in any place 
a Donatist and a Catholic community have existed side by 
side, and belonged to different dioceses, both shall be made 
over to the diocese to which the Catholic section belonged, 
whether the conversion of the Donatists took place before or 
after the publication of those Imperial decrees.” 

Can. 10 (118). “If the Donatist bishop has himself 
become Catholic, the two bishops (he and the Catholic one) 
shall divide equally between them the two communities now 
united, so that one portion of the towns shall belong to one, 

and the other to the other bishop. The bishop who has been 
longest in office shall make the division, but the other shall 
have the choice. If there is only one township of this 
description, then it shall belong to whichever See is nearest to 
it; but if there are two equally near, the people shall decide 
it by the majority of votes. If the votes are equal, the elder 
bishop has the preference. If, however, the towns to which 
both parties belonged are of unequal number, so that they 
cannot be equally divided, the remaining one shall be dealt 
with as was prescribed above, in the preceding canon, with 
regard to a single town.” 

Can. 11 (119). “If, after the publication of this edict, a 
bishop has brought back a place to Catholic unity, and has 
held undisputed jurisdiction over it for three years, it may not 

1 In 407, canon 5 (No. 99 of the African canons). See above, p. 443. 
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be taken away from him. But if a Donatist bishop is con- 
verted, no disadvantage shall accrue to him from this arrange- 
ment, but for three years after his conversion he has the 
right of demanding back those places which belonged to his 
See.” 

Can. 12 (120). “If a bishop seeks to get into his power a 
diocese to which he thinks he has a claim, not through an 
episcopal decision, but by other means, and, is opposed by 
another, he thereby forfeits his claim.” 

Can. 13 (121). “If a bishop takes no pains to win over to 
Catholic unity those places which belong to his jurisdiction, 
he shall be exhorted to do so by the neighbouring bishops. 
If he does not do so within six months from this warning, 
they shall belong to the bishop who wins them to the Church. 
. . . In disputed cases, arbiters shall be chosen by the pri- 
mate or by the parties themselves.” | 

Can. 14 (122). “There can be no further appeal from 
judges who have been unanimously elected.” 

Can. 15 (123). “If the bishop of a mother-diocese shows 
no zeal against the heretics, he shall be warned by the neigh- 
bouring bishops; and if in six months from that time he does 
not bring back the heretics, although those deputed to carry 
out the Imperial decree of union have been in his province, 
he shall be deprived of communion until he does so.”! 

Can. 16 (124). “If, however, he falsely asserts that he has 
brought back the heretics into communion, when this is not 
true, he forfeits his See.” 

Can. 17 (125). “If priests, deacons, and inferior clerics 
complain of a sentence of their own bishop, they shall, with 
the consent of their bishop, have recourse to the neighbouring 
bishops, who shall settle the dispute. If they desire to make 
a further appeal, it must only be to their primates or to 
African Councils. But whoever appeals to a court on the 
other side of the sea (Rome), may not again be received into 
communion by any one in Africa.” * 

1 This canon, in distinction to canon 13, treats of the case where a bishop 
effects no union in his own episcopal city. 

? The sume is contained in canon 28 of the Codex Can. Eccl. Afric. Cf. Van 
Espen, Lc. pp. 321, sq. 
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Can. 18 (126). “If a virgin is in danger of losing her 
virginity, because a great man demands her in marriage, or 
some one desires to violate her, or because she fears to die 

before receiving the veil, and the bishop, at the desire of her 
parents, gives her the veil before she has reached the age of 
twenty-five, the synodal decision with regard to this age shall 
not hinder him.” * 

Can. 19 (127). “In order that all the bishops present at 
the Council should not be detained too long, it was decided 
that the General Council should make choice of three persons 
invested with full powers from each province. From the 
province of Carthage were chosen Vincent, Fortunatian, and 
Clarus; from Numidia, Alypius, Augustine, and Restitutus; 

from the Byzacene province, besides the saintly old man, 
the Primate Donatian, the Bishops Cresconius, Jocundus, 
and Atmilianus; from Mauretania Sitifensis, Severian, 

Asiaticus, and Donatus; from the province of Tripoli, as 

usual only one,’ Plautius. These, with the senez, namely, 

the Primate Aurelius, shall decide everything. The Synod 
also prayed that Aurelius would sign all the documents to 
be published.” | 

About the same time as this Carthaginian Synod, probably 
a few months earlier, the African Council at Telepte, or more 
rightly Zelle, seems to have been held, of which we have 
already treated,? without, however, being able to ascribe to it 
any great importance. We there also mentioned the canons 
of the Roman Synod under Pope Siricius, which were renewed 
at the Council of Telepte.* 

Src. 120. Dispute concerning the Appeal to Rome. African 
Synods concerning 1t. 

Before the Pelagian affair was fully decided, quite another 
matter, and one which had no connection with it, occasioned 

1 Canon 1 of the second series of the Council of Hippo of 393 is here meant. 
See above, p. 397. 

* According to canon 5 of the Synod of Hippo of 898. See above, p. 397. 
3 See above, p. 387. 
“ A short document of this Synod, containing the canons in question, is found 

in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 879, 9q.; Hard. t. i. p. 1235. 
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several new African Synods, which have attained great 
celebrity in the history of canon law. They concerned the 
right of Rome to. receive_appeals, of which we have already 
had to~speak in the history of the Synods of Nicea and 
Sardica.’ 

The priest Apjarius, of Sicca in proconsular Africa, had, 
on account of various offences, been deposed and excommuni- 
cated by his bishop, Urban of Sicca, a pupil of Augustine. 
He went to Rome, and sought the help of Pope Zosimus, 
who accepted his appeal, and demanded his reinstatement.’ 
This greatly displeased the Africans, and in the seventeenth 
canon of their General Council of May 1, 418, they ordered, 
probably with special reference to this, that no priest, deacon, 

or inferior cleric should on any account appeal to a court on 
the other side of the sea® ; 

When Pope Zosimus heard of the displeasure of the 
Africans, he sent three legates, Bishop Faustinus of Poten- 
tina in the March of Ancona, and the two Roman priests, 
Philip and Asellus, to Carthage. Archbishop Aurelius at 
once assembled the neighbouring bishops at a small Synod 
(in the same year, 418), before which the Papal legates at 
first only verbally delivered their commission; but on the 
repeated demand of the Africans, they also produced their 
written instruction (commonitorium) directing them to treat 
with the Africans on four points,—first, concerning the appeal 
of bishops to Rome; secondly, that so many bishops should 
not travel to the Court; thirdly, that the affairs of priests 
and deacons, who were unjustly excommunicated by their own 
bishops, should be dealt with by neighbouring bishops; and 
fourthly, that if Bishop Urban of Sicca did not correct himself 
(viz. his sentence upon Apiarius), he should be excommuni- 
cated or summoned to Rome. 

1 See vol. i. p. 356, and supr. pp. 119, sqq. 
2 We learn this from the fact that in his fourth demand, now to be discussed, 

he threatened Bishop Urban with deposition if he did not retract. 
3 Cf. above, p. 461. The Ballerini (ed. Opp. S. Leonis, t. ii. p. 963) rightly 

observe that this only prohibited priests and deacons, but not bishops, from 
appealing to Rome. 

4 We learn all this from the letter of the Carthaginian Synod of 419 to Pope 
Boniface in Mansi, t. iii. p. 881; Hard. t. i. p. 942. 
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The second of these points was not entered upon by the 
Synod; but the first and third the Pope had founded upon 
pretended Nicene canons, which, however, as we have already 
seen, were really Sardican." Thus it was that the African 
bishops had not these Nicene canons in their copy of the Acts 
of Niceea, because, as we have already seen,? none of the Acts 
of the orthodox Synod of Sardica were known in Africa. 
Out of respect for Rome, however, they made a written declara- 
tion to Pope Zosimus, still in 418, that for the present, until 

a further investigation of the Nicene decrees, they would 
observe the two pretended canons of Nicea’® 

But the matter did not end here; on the contrary, the Papal 
legates remained at Carthage, and there carried on their 
negotiations, the details of which are not known to us. The 
death of Pope_Zosimus, on the 26th December 418, naturally 

occasioned some delay; but ‘his successor Boniface took up 
the matter afresh, and after friendly relations were again 

1 They run thus: Can. Sardic. 5 (7). ‘‘If @ bishop deposed by his com- 
provincials has appealed to Rome, and the Pope considers a fresh examination 
necessary, then he (the Pope) shall write to the bishops living nearest the 
province in question, that they may thoroughly investigate the matter, and 
deliver a sentence in accordance with the truth. But if the appellant can 
induce the Bishop of Rome to send priests of his own to constitute, with the 
appointed bishops, the court of second instance, and thereby to enjoy the 
authority belonging to himself (the Pope),—i.e. to preside in the court,—it 
shall be open to him to do so. But should he think the bishops alone sufficient 
for this court of appeal and for this decision, he shall do what seems to him 
good.” Can. Sardic. 14 (17). ‘‘A priest or deacon excommunicated by his 
bishop shall have the right to take refuge with the neighbouring bishops, until 
the matter shall be investigated, and the sentence of his own bishop confirmed 
or corrected,’’ etc. 

Concerning the bona fides of the Pope in this confounding of the Sardican 
and Nicene canons, cf. vol. i. p. 356, and 7b. Quartalschrift, 1852, p. 404; 
also concerning the whole dispute between the Pope and the Africans, cf. Van 
Espen, Commentar. in Canones, etc., Colon. 1755, pp. 292, sqq.; Dupin, De 
Antiqua Ecclesiae Discipl. Dissert. ii. sec. 3, pp. 140, sqq. ed. Mogunt. 1788 ; 
Capelli, De Appellatione Eccl. Afric. ad Rom. Sedem., Rome, 1772; Christ. 
Lupus, Divinum ac Immobile 8. Petri citra fidelium Appellationes adsertum 
Privilegium, Diss. ii. ; Melchior Leydecker, Hist. Eccles. Afric. t. ii. pp. 506, 
sqq.; and the Observationes of the Ballerini in i. Partem Dissertationis v. 
Quesneli, i in vol. ii. of their edition of the works of Leo, pp. 958, sqq. 

2 Cf. supr. p. 172. 
2 This letter to Zosimus is lost, but the chief contents are repeated in the 

Synodal Letter to Pope Boniface in Mansi and Hardouin, lice. 
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established between the Africans and the Papal legates,’ no 
less than 217 African bishops assembled in the Church of 
Faustus at Carthage, May 25, 419, under the presidency of 
Aurelius, for a General Synod, which is generally called the 
sixth, but by the Ballerini the seventeenth, Carthaginian — 
Synod.” Already, at the former discussions in the autumn of 
418, the Africans had declared a more exact investigation of the 

Nicene Acts to be necessary, on account of the canons quoted 
by the Pope ; and the requisite steps for this were to be taken 
at this Synod. On the motion of Archbishop Aurelius, it 
was therefore decided that first of all the copy of the vie he 
Acts should be read, which was preserved at Carthage, having| ‘ 
been brought there by Archbishop Cecilian, who was himself — 
present at Nica. In like manner, those documents in which 
the earlier African bishops had confirmed the Nicene canons, 
and prescribed rules in conformity with them to their own 
clergy, were to be produced. This was at once done by the 
notary Daniel; but the legate Faustinus interrupted him 
while reading them, and demanded that the instruction 
(commonitorium) which Pope Zosimus had given to his legates 
should first be read, and the Nicene and other decuments not 

till afterwards. Archbishop Aurelius agreed to this, and the 
notary Daniel then read aloud the instruction as follows: 
“Bishop Zosimus to his brother Faustinus, and his sons the 
priests Philip and Asellus. You know the commission we 
entrust to you. Do all therefore just as if we were our- 
selves present. For greater security, we add the words of 
the canons which bear on the subject. It was decided at iz 
the Council of Nicsea, with regard to the appeal of bishops, / ° 
that if a bishop deposed by his comprovincials appeals to j/ 
Rome, etc.” 

More than this one canon was not then read from the 

1 We learn this from a short and very corrupt letter of the Pope to his legates, 
which Mansi (t. iv. p. 451) gives from a codex of Freising, dated the 26th April 
419, viz. a month earlier than the Synod now to be discussed. 

2 Cf. the heading of the Synodal Letter in Mansi, t. iii. p. 8830; Hardouin, 
t. i. p. 939. The Acts of this Synod are in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 401-415 and 
419, sqq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 1241, sqq. The Ballerini, in vol. iii. of their edition 
of the works of Leo the Great, pp. xcviii., sqq., give the true version of the 
course of proceedings at this Synod. 

II. 2G 
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commonitorium ; but we have seen that it contained several, 

and this is also indicated by the plural, verba canonwm. 
, Bishop Alypius of Tagaste, it appears, interrupted the 
further reading of the commonitorium, by the proposal that, as 
the canon in question was not contained in the copy of the 
Nicene Acts kept at Carthage, and the original Acts of Niczea 
were understood to be at Constantinople, Archbishop Aurelius 
should send deputies to the Bishops of Constantinople, Alex- 
andria, and Antioch, and request from them authentic copies 

of these Acts. At the same time a letter should be addressed 
, to the Roman Bishop Boniface, begging him to send deputies 
‘on his part also to the three Churches just mentioned, with 
the view of obtaining authentic and genuine copies. Mean- 
while, until these arrived, the canon brought forward by the 

, Roman legates sHould be observed ; but at the same time, the 
, copy preserved at Carthage of the Nicene Acts should be used 

~ in the present discussion. 
The Roman legate Faustinus replied, that “the Synod 

ought not to pronounce against the Roman Church because 
Alypius considered the canons doubtful, but should rather 
write and ask the Pope himself to institute an investigation 

the genuine Nicene canons, and then enter again into 
negotiation with the Africans. It would suffice if the Pope 
and the Africans, each side for themselves, should undertake 

this investigation ; but to institute inquiries in foreign cities 
would present the appearance of divisions prevailing in the 
Western Churches. ~When the Pope had answered and 
communicated the result of his investigation, the Synod 
should then in brotherly love consider what was best to be 
observed.”? 

Without giving any direct reply to this, Archbishop Aurelius 
observed that all the transactions of the Synod were to be 
communicated to the Pope, and that the discussion should now 

| proceed. To this the Synod agreed; and Bishop Novatus, the 
deputy from Mauretania Sitifensis, said that he remembered 
that the commonitorium also contained a canon referring to the 
appeal of priests to the neighbouring bishops, which was not 

1 This, I believe, must be the meaning of the somewhat unintelligible text of 
the speech of Faustinus. 
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to be found in the Nicene Acts, and asked that this should /” 
also be read. By command of Archbishop Aurelius, the notary — 
Daniel read aloud this part of the commonitorium, also the 
fourteenth, or according to the Latin version, the seventeenth zc 

canon of Sardica.’ , 
After the reading, Augustine, as deputy of Numidia, said : - 

“We promise meanwhile to observe this canon also, until 
some result is obtained from the closer investigation of the | 
Nicene Acts.” The whole Synod agreed to this view, with - 
the limitation that “what was decided at Nicea has our 
approbation.” 

The Papal legate Faustinus again spoke; but this second 
speech of his is even more obscure than the first, and the text 
is most undoubtedly corrupt. The sense is probably, that “as 
according to the statements made this canon is also questioned, 
mention must be made of this also to the Pope, that he may 
examine whether this rule concerning the appeal of the inferior 
clergy (priests, etc.) is to be found in the genuine Acts.” 

To this second speech of the legate, as to the first, no 
direct reply was made; but on the proposal of Archbishop. 
Aurelius, it was decided that the copy of the Nicene Acts, 
brought by Cecilian to Carthage, together with the rules of 
the former African Synods, should be added to the Acts of 
this Synod, and that Aurelius should write to the Bishops of 
Constantinople, Alexandria, and Antioch, to obtain genuine 
copies of the Acts of Nicea’? If these contained the two 
canons quoted in the commonitorium, they. should be recog- 
nised ; if not, the matter should be further discussed at the 
coming Synod. The notary Daniel then read aloud the Creed 
and the canons of Nicea from the Carthaginian copy, and 
when this was done a series of older African decrees were 
repeated and renewed.’ 

1 See above, p. 463. In Mansi, t. iv. p. 405, the addition, ‘‘ex Sardicensi Con- 
cilio,” has plainly been inserted in the text from a marginal note. The right reading 
is to be found in the text of the Ballerini, and also in Mansi, t. iv. p. 422. 

2 That the Papal legates at last declared themselves agreed on this point, ap- 
pears from the letter of the Synod to Pope Zosimus, which speaks of ‘this 
unanimous decision.” 

3 See canon 1 in the Collectio Canon. Eccl. Afric. in Mansi, t. iii. p. 710, 
t. iv. p. 423; Hard. t. i. p. 867. 

/ 
_— 

“ 
Pad 
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Sec. 121. The Codex Canonum Ecclesve Africane. 

All these together form the Codex Canonum Ecclesia 
Afruane, so often mentioned already, which is divided into 
several sections.’ The first series, including Nos. 1—28 of the 
‘odex, contains the following :— 
Can. 1. Introduction. 
Can. 2. Confession of the orthodox doctrine of the 

Trinity. From the Carthaginian Council under Genethlius, 
in 390.? 

Cans. 3 and 4. Law of celibacy for the bishops, priests, 
Levites, and all servants of the altar. From the same 

Council. 

Can. 5. Rule against covetousness, unjust gain, and usury 
for laity and clergy. From the Carthaginian Synod under 
Gratus, in 345-348. Cans. 10, 13.3 

Can. 6. Priests may not consecrate the chrism, nor solem- 
nize the benediction of virgins and the reconciliation of peni- 
tents. From the Council of 390. Can. 3.4 

Can. 7 == Can. 4 of the Carthaginian Council of 390. 
Can. 8 == Can. 6 of the same Council. 
Can. 9 = Can. 7 «bid. 
Cans. 10, 11 = Can. 8 wid. 

Can. 12 == Can. 10 ahd. 

Can. 13 == Can. 12 ihid. 
Can. 14. Divided into two parts—the first from Can. a 

of the Synod of Hippo of 393 (already repeated at the Council 

1 This rather too comprehensive and pompous title was given by Justeilus 
(Biblioth. Jur. Can. t. i. p. 321) to the collection of these African canons, put 
together in 419 by Dionysius Exiguus. He himself gave his collection a far 
more modest title (Statuta Concilit Africani), and it was only in one manuscript 
of the collection of Dionysius that Justellus found this pretentious heading.— 
These Statuta Concilii Africani were also translated into Greek, even before the 
Trullan Synod, and therefore Justellus (i.c.), Hard. (t. i. pp. 861, sqq), and 

Mansi (t. iii, pp. 699, sqq.), besides the original Latin text, also adopted the Greek 
version. Van Espen, in his Commentarius in Canones, etc., Colon. 1755, pp. 
305-384, published a commentary on this collection. Cf. also Fuchs, Bibtsoth. 
der Kirchenvers. vol. i. pp. 300, 308, and vol. iii. p. 417. That which is given 
in Mansi, t. iv. pp. 477, sqq., under the title of Concilium Africanum, tempore 
Bonifacii I. Calest. I., is only an imperfect copy of the Codex Canonum Eccl. 
Afric. 

2 See above, p. 390. 3 See above, p. 186. * See above, p. 390. 



: THE CODEX CANONUM ECCLESLE AFRICAN-E. 469 

of Carthage in 397), the second from Can. 8 of the same 
Council.’ 

Can. 15 = Cans. 9, 10, 11 wid. 

Can. 16 == Cans. 15, 18, 22, and Can. 1 (of the second 

series) zbid. 
Can. 17 = Can. 3 of the first series of the decrees of 

Hippo in 3932 
Can. 18 == Cans. 2, 4, 5 of the second series of the 

decrees of Hippo in 3933 
Can. 19 = Can. 6, 7 thid. 
Can. 20 == Can. 8 adhd. 
Can. 21 == Can. 12 wid. 
Can. 22 == Can. 14 thd. 
Can. 23 == Can. 27 wid‘ 
Can. 24 == Can. 36 ahd. 
Can. 25 == Can. 4 of the Carthaginian Syned of Sept. 

13, 401;° with the addition that sub-deacons as well as 
deacons were forbidden to have intercourse with their wives. 
The same canon is again mentioned as No. 70. 

Can. 26 = Can. 5 of the Carthaginian Synod of the 13th 
September 401. 

Can. 27 == Can. 12 wid. 
Can. 28 = Can. 17 of the Carthaginian Synod of 418° 

(No. 125 in the Codex Canon.), only with this difference, that 
in the sentence: “ Non provocent ad transmarina judicia, sed 
ad primates suarum provinciarum, aut ad universale con- 
cilium, sicut et de episcopis scepe constitutum est,” the words 
printed in italics do not emanate from the Synod of the year 
418. It was precisely these words, however, that made this 
canon an apple of discord, for it was taken to mean that many 
old African Synods had already forbidden not only priests 
but also bishops to appeal to Rome. But as we find no trace 
of such a command concerning bishops in the old African 
Councils, the Ballerini are probably right in understanding the 
words in question thus: “ Priests are forbidden to appeal to 
Rome; but they may from henceforth appeal first to the 
primates, and secondly to the General Council, as such an 

1 See above, p. 397. * See above, p. 396. 3 See above, p. 397. 
4 See above, p. 399. > See p. 424. ‘Pp. 461. 
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appeal to the General Council was formerly often granted to 
the bishops.” On this view the canon does not in any way 
refer to the appeal of bishops to Rome.’ This first division 
is followed by a second, containing only five canons, which 
probably emanate from the Synod assembled in 419 about 
the affair of Apiarius, and are not found in any of the older 
African Councils. 

Can. 29 is an imitation of the well-known fourth Antio- 
chian canon, and runs thus: “ A bishop or any other cleric 
who is excommunicated on account of an offence, and seeks 

to thrust himself again into communion without having been 
tried, has condemned himself.” ? 

Can. 30. If either accuser or accused fears any act of 
violence on the part of the people in the place where the 
accused resides, he may choose another neighbouring place 
for the trial, where the witnesses can come without difficulty. 

Can. 31. If a bishop deems it necessary to call deacons or 
inferior clergy to a higher office in his church, and they will 
not obey, they may no longer discharge their former duties. 

Can. 32. If bishops, priests, deacons, or any other of the 
clercy, who at the time of their ordination possessed no pro- 
perty, have since procured to themselves fields or land, they 
shall be regarded as robbers of Church property, if on being 
admonished they do not make over these possessions to the 
Church. If, however, property has come to them by in- 
heritance, or by a gift, they may decide to do with it as they 
please (faciant inde, quod eorum proposito congruit). But if 
they afterwards alter their decision, they shall be deprived of 
their ecclesiastical dignity.” 

Can. 33. “ Priests may not, without the knowledge of the 

1Cf. Ballerin. edit. S. Leonis M. t. ii. pp. 966, sq. On the other hand, 
cf. Van Espen, Commentar. p. 321. 
*The Antiochian Synod says: ‘‘is deposed’ (xafaipsésis) ; but the Africans 

render it ‘‘excommunicatus fuerit.” Cf. supr. p. 68. 
3 The meaning of the expression ‘‘propositum”’ is obscure, and therefore also the 

meaning of the last part of the canon. MHardouin, in the marginal note on this 
passage, t. i. p. 879, makes “‘ propositum ” identical with ‘‘ vocatio, professio,” 
which would give it the following meaning : ‘‘ he must employ it in conformity 
with his clerical office.” Van Espen (Commentarius in Canones, etc., p. 328), 
upon the authority of Balsamon and Zonaras, assigns another meaning to it, viz. 
‘he can dispose of it as he likes; but if he has proposed (‘ propositum’) to 
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bishop, sell any portion of the property ofthe Church to which 
they are appointed, as in like manner the bishops may not 
sell any Church property without the knowledge of the 
Council (Diocesan Synod) or their priests. Without necessity, 
therefore, no bishop may misemploy anything which is entered 
in the roll of the Church.” ! 

After these five canons of its own the Synod repeated a 
great number of older canons, reaching to No. 127 of the 
Codex. First, between the numbers 33 and 34, are given the 
proemia of the Synods of Hippo in 393, and of Carthage in 
394, and of August 28, 3972 

Thus Can. 34 is the beginning of Can. 5 of the Synod of 
Carthage of August 28, 397. 

Can. 35 = Can. 13 of the Synod of Hippo in 393.* 
Can. 36 == Can. 17 did. 
Can. 37 == Can. 23 «bid. 
Can. 38 == Can. 24 did. 
Can. 39 == Can. 25 wid. 
Can. 40 = Can. 26 did. 
Can. 41 = Can. 28 aid. 

CAN. 42 == Can. 29 wid. : 
Can. 43 == Can. 30 «sid. 
Can. 44 == Can. 31 did. 
Can. 45 = Cans. 32, 33 «bid. 

Can. 46 == end of Can. 36 ibid. 
Can. 47 from Can. 37 «bid., and from Can. 1 of the Synod 

of Carthage of August 28, 397.° 

employ a pert of it for the Church or for the poor, and he alters his mind, he 
shall be deposed.” 

1 In this canon also, the last sentence, ‘‘ non habente ergo necessitatem, nec 
episcopo liceat matricis ecclesie rem tituli sui usurpare,” is obscure. I follow 
Van Espen’s interpretation (/.c. p. 324) ; but Fuchs (Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. 
vol. iii. p. 5) is of opinion that the text is corrupt, and should be corrected 
according to c. 10 of the Carthaginian Synod of 421 (see below, p. 480), which 
runs thus: ‘‘item placuit ut agri vel quecunque predia ecclesie in diccesi 
constituta (perhaps constitute) fuerint derelicta, non ea matrici Ecclesie 
applicari usurpet episcopus ;" i.e., ‘‘that which is bequeathed to a country 
church in the diocese, the bishop may not, contrary to law, apply to the mother 
church "’ (his cathedral). 

2 Cf. pp. 395, 406. 3 See above, p. 408. 4 See above, p. 398. 
5 See pp. 407, aq. 
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Can. 48 from Can. 1 of the Synod of Carthage of August 
28, 397. 

Can. 49 == Can. 2 wid. 
Can. 50 = Can. 3 abid. 
Can. 51 == Can. 4 wd. First part. 
Can. 52 == Can. 4 aid. Last part. 
Can. 53 == Can. 5 tbid., beginning at the second sentence. 

(The first sentence is contained above in No. 34.) 
Can. 54 == Can. 6 abed. 
Can. 55 == Can. 7 wid. First part. 
Can. 56 = Can. 7 wid. Second part. 
Then follow the headings (prowmia) and short accounts of 

the Synods of Carthage of June 26, 397, April 2'7, 399, 
and June 15 (16), 401." To these are added: 

Can. 57 == Can. 1 of the Synod of Carthage of June 
15 (16), 4014 

Can. 58 == Can. 2 ibid. 
Can. 59 == Can. 3 «bid. 
Can. 60 == Can. 4 did. 
Can. 61 = Can. 5 wid. 
Can. 62 == Can. 6 did. 
Can. 63 == Can. 7 iid.» 
Can. 64 == Can. 8 aid. 
Can. 65 == Can. 9 «hid. 
Before Can. 66 the Codex again gives a proemium, that of 

the Synod of Carthage of September 13, 401,° followed by 
Canons 66 and 67 == Can. 1 of the Synod of Carthage of 
September 13, 401.° 

Can. 68 = Can. 2 wid. 
Can. 69 = Can. 3 did. 
Can. 70 = Can. 4 ibid. 

Can. 71 == Can. 6 «bid. 
Can. 72 == Can. 7 ibid. 
Can. 73 == Can. 8 wd. 
Can. 74 == Can. 9 wid. 
Can. 75 == Can. 10 shid. 
Can. 76 == Can. 11 ibid. 

1 See above, p. 407. 2 See above, p. 418. 3 See above, p. 429. 
* See above, p. 422. 5 See above, p. 423. © See above, p. 423. 

LS a i a Se 
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Can. 77 most likely formerly an appendix to Can. 11 

Can. 78 probably formerly an appendix to Can. 13 wid. 
Can. 79 = Can. 13 ibid. 
Can. 80 = Can. 14 ibid. 
Can. 81 = Can. 15 wid. 
Can. 82 == Can. 16 ibid. 
Can. 83 = Can. 17 ibid. 
Can. 84 == Can. 18 wid. 
Can. 85 == Can. 19 iid. 
Between Canons 85 and 86 we find the proemium of the 

Synod of Mileve of August 27, 402,’ and then follow: 
Can. 86 == Can. 1 of the Synod of Mileve. 
Can. 87, 88 = Can. 2 wid. 
Can. 89 == Can. 3 did. 
Can. 90 == Can. 4 ahd. 
The next proemivm, and the propositions of several bishops 

connected with it, belong to the Synod of Carthage of August 
25, 403,* and also the two following canons :— 

Can. 91 == Can. 1 of the Synod of Carthage ; and 
Can. 92 == Can. 2 «did. 
Then follows the proemium of the Synod of Carthage of 

June 404° and 
Can. 93, containing the instructions for the deputies sent by 

that Synod to the Emperor. 
The new proemium and Can. 94 are taken from the 

Synod of Carthage of August 23, 405° To this again is 
added the proemium of the Synod of Carthage of June 13, 
407,’ and the following canons taken from the same Council :— 

Can. 95 = Can. 1 of the Synod of Carthage of 407° 
Can. 96 = Can. 2 ahd. 
Can. 97 = Can. 3 aid. 
Can. 98 = Can. 4 ibid. 
Can. 99 == Can. 5 wid. 
Can. 100 = Can. 6° 
Can. 101 = Can. 7 wid. 

1 Cf. above, p. 424. 2 Cf. above, p. 424. 8 Cf. above, p. 427, 
* Cf. above, p. 489. 5 Cf. above, p. 440. ® See above, p. 441. 
7 See above, p. 442. 8 See above, p. 442. ® See above, p. 443. 
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Can. 102 = Can. 8 «bid. 

Can. 103 = Can. 9 abid. 
Can. 104 = Can. 10 wid. 
Can. 105 = Can. 11 wid. 
CaN. 106 = Can. 12 did. 
Further on we meet with the prowmia of the two Synods 

of Carthage, of June 16 and October 13, 408." 
In Can. 107, and immediately following it, the prowmia 

of the Synods of Carthage of June 15, 409, and June 14, 

410 ;? and in 
Can. 108, the proemium of the Synod of Carthage of May 

1, 418,° to which are added— 
Can. 109 == Can. 1 of the Synod of Carthage of 418. 
Can. 110 = Can. 2 abid. 

Can. 111 = Can. 3° 
Can. 112 = Can. 4 wid. 
Can. 113 = Can. 5 wid. 

Can. 114 = Can. 6 wid. 
Can. 115 = Can. 7 «hid. 
Can. 116 = Can. 8 wid. 

Can. 117 = Can. 9.8 
Can. 118 = Can. 10 wid. 

Can. 119 = Can. 11 «bid. 
Can. 120 == Can. 12 ahid. 

Can. 121 = Can. 13 ahd. 
Can. 122 == Can. 14 wid. 
Can. 123 == Can. 15 wid. 
Can. 124 = Can. 16 wid. 

Can. 125 = Can. 17 wid. 
Can. 126 == Can. 18 did. 

Can. 127 = Can. 19 «bid. 
This much was done by the Synod of Carthage of 419, in 

its first session, on the 25th May. On the 30th May, how- 
ever, in the same year it assembled for the second time, and 

laid down a few more rules, which form the continuation of 

the African Codex. The prowmium of this new session is to 
be found between Canons 127 and 128; and we learn from 

1 See above, p. 444. 2 See above, p. 444. _ 3 See above, p. 458. 
4 See above, p. 458. 5 See above, p. 459. ® See above, p. 460. 
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it that many of the 217 bishops who had been present at the 
former session announced that they could now no longer 
remain, and received permission from the Synod to return 
to their Churches. But the bishops of each province had 
to choose deputies, who were obliged to remain. In their 
presence the following decrees were enacted :— 

Can. 128. “ As former synods have already discussed the 
point as to who may bring a charge against an ecclesiastic, we 
order that no excommunicated person, whether clerical or lay, 
shall be allowed to make such an accusation.” 

Can. 129. “ Neither may slaves nor freedmen come forward 
as accusers, nor any who on account of public offences are by - 
law excluded from bringing an accusation, nor any who bear 
any mark of infamy, 7. actors or persons on whom any other 
stigma rests, nor heretics, heathens, or Jews. But in their 
own cause (.e. if they have themselves been injured by a 
clergyman) they may come forward as accusers.” 

Can. 130. “If any one, having brought several accusations 
against an ecclesiastic, cannot prove one of the first, he shall 
not be allowed to proceed to the proof of the rest.” 

Can. 131. “Those who are disqualified from bringing 
forward charges cannot act as witnesses, as neither may those 
whom the accuser brings with him from his own house. No 
one under thirteen years of age may be a witness.” 

Can. 132, “If a bishop says that some one has confessed 
a certain crime to him privately, and the person denies it, 
and will perform no penance, the bishop shall not consider it 
an insult if his word alone is not believed, even though he 

says that his conscience will not allow him any longer to hold 

communion with such a liar.” 
Can. 133. “If, nevertheless, the bishop excommunicates 

such an one, so long as he maintains this excommunication 
the other bishops shall hold no communion with him (the 
bishop), in order that all bishops may be careful not to make 
any statements against a person which they cannot prove.” 

Aurelius then closed the Synod with a short address, and 
signed the Acts, together with Valentinus the Primate of 
Numidia, Faustinus the papal legate, Alypius of Tagaste, 
Augustine and Possidius of Calama, the deputies of the pro- 
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vince of Numidia, eighteen other bishops, and the two Roman 
priests Philip and Asellus.' 

4 

SEC. 122. Continuation of the Controversy concerning 

Appeals to Rome. 

The African bishops at this Synod, moreover, addressed a 
Synodal Letter to Pope Boniface, to the effect that “ they 
desired to inform him of what had been decided with the 
consent of the Synod and of the Papal legates, and which 
would have rejoiced Zosimus, were he still living? Apiarius 
had asked forgiveness for his fault, and had been again 
received into communion. Even before this, Bishop Urban 
of Sicca had, without hesitation, complied with the demands 

of the Pope. In order, however, to avoid all strife for the 
future, it had been decided that Apiarius, while still retaining 
his priestly rank, should be dismissed from the Church at 
Sicca; but he had received a letter to the effect that he 

might exercise his priestly office wherever he desired or could 
do so. Before this affair was thus settled, they had after a 
wearisome discussion requested the Roman legates to produce 
their instructions in writing, which they had done, and had 
read aloud their commonitoriwm, directing them to treat with 
the Africans on four points :-— 

1. Concerning the appeal of bishops to Rome. 
2. Concerning the too frequent journeys of bishops to the 

Court. 
‘3. Concerning the appeal to neighbouring bishops of priests 

and deacons excommunicated by their own bishops. 
4. Concerning Urban, Bishop of Sicca, and his excommu- 

nication or citation to Rome, in case he did not retract it. 

With regard to the first and third points, they had already 
the year before declared to Pope Zosimus their readiness to 

1 Mansi, t. iii. pp. 827, sqq., t. iv. pp. 435, sqq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 988, sqq. 
This document, moreover, was drawn up in the names of all the 217 bishops 

who were present at the first session, and were now represented by the deputies. 
2 That this was issued on the day after the second session, viz. on the Slat 

May 419, appears from the words of Archbishop Aurelius in canon 138 of the 
Codex: ‘‘ Die sequenti . . . venerabili fratri et coépiscopo nostro Bonifacio 
rescribemus.” 
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observe them until a fuller examination of the Nicene Acts 
lhad been made. They would now declare the same to Pope 
‘Boniface, and he should take care that in Africa, and also in 

Italy, the two canons (supposed to be Nicene, but in reality 
those of Sardica) concerning the appeal of bishops and priests’ 
were observed. They had, in the meantime, caused them to} 
be inserted in the Acts until they should receive genuin 
eopies of the Acts of the Nicene Council. But if they wer 
found ‘to be contained there in the same form as in the com 
monitorium, still no one would desire to impose so heavy 
burden upon the Africans, and they were firmly persuaded 
that as long as Boniface was Pope, they would not be treated 
with such arrogance. But they had not found these canons 
in any copy of the Nicene Acts, nor in any Greek or Latin 
codex, and they had therefore decided to send for exact copies 
from the East. The Pope might do the same, and might 
write with this object to Antioch, Alexandria, Constantinople, 
or wherever he pleased. Until these genuine copies should 
alrive, they promised faithfully to observe the two canons. 
The legates would inform the Pope of the other decisions of 
the Synod.” ? 

The Africans addressed another letter to S. Cyril of Alex- 
andria, and through the priest Innocent begged him for a 
faithful copy of the decrees of Nicwa Cyril at once 
granted their request, as his short letter on this subject, still 

extant, testifies, which at the same time, in reply to the 
Africans, states that next Easter would fall on the 15th of 

April.’ 
We also possess a similar letter from Bishop Atticus of Constan- 

tinople, who likewise sent the Africans a copy of the Nicene Acts,* 

1 See above, p. 464. 
* Mansi, t. iii. pp. 830, sq.; Hard. t. i. pp. 939, sqq.; translated in Fuchs, 

Biblioth. der Kirchenvers. vol. iii. pp. 404, sqq. 
3 In Mansi, t. iii. p. 835; Hard. t. i. p. 946. According to the right way of 

reckoning, however, Easter in 420 fell on the 18th April. 
4 Mansi, t. iii. p. 838; Hard. t. i. p. 946. According to an old account in 

Mansi (t. iv. p. 484), Bishop Atticus had also written to Pope Boniface, but the 
Ballerini (J.c. t. iii. p. cii.) reject this. On the occasion of his answer to the 
Africans, Atticus is also said to have made a declaration concerning the form of 
the littere formate, supposed to have been prescribed at Nicwa, printed in 
Mansi, l.¢., and still better in the Ballerini, Uc. pp. 452, sqq. 
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and on the 26th November 419 they sent these copies to Pope 
Boniface.’ 

SEc. 123. Synods at Ravenna, Corinth, and Seleucia. 

About the same time, or somewhat earlier, an assembly of 

bishops took place at Ravenna, which, without forming an 
actual synod, was, by command of the Emperor Honorius, to 
decide the disputed papal election between Boniface and 
Eulalius. They could not, however, come to any agreement, 
and therefore left the decision to the Emperor.” 

Another synod took place in the same year, 419, at Corinth, 
concerning the election of Perigenes as archbishop of that 
city.’ Perigenes had been appointed Bishop of Patras by his 
metropolitan the Archbishop of Corinth. As the inhabitants 
of Patras would not receive him, he returned to Corinth, and 

at the death of the metropolitan was himself raised to the 
archiepiscopal See. The Council of Corinth confirmed this 
election, and Pope Boniface 1. also sanctioned it, in virtue of 
his supreme right over the Illyrian provinces. Many bishops, 
however, were dissatisfied, and maintained that it was unlaw- 

ful to translate a bishop to another See; and they complained 
to Archbishop Rufus of Thessalonica (the Papal vicar), and to 
Pope Boniface 1. himself, and when this was of no avail, 
wished to hold @ synod against Perigenes at Thessalonica. 
To this, however, Pope Boniface objected most strongly, 
because the Illyrian bishops might not assemble without their 
superior, the Archbishop of Thessalonica, and because a papal 
decision might not be again submitted to the decision of a 
synod. The documents relating to this affair were read again 
more than a hundred years afterwards at the third Roman 
Synod under Boniface 1. in 531. 

A third Synod was held at Seleucia-Ctesiphon in Persia, 
in 420, which occupied itself with the confirmation of earlier 

1 Of these, the creed of Nicsa is still preserved, but not the canons, in Mansi, 
t. iii. pp. 835, 838; and Hard. l.c. 

* Baronius, ad ann. 419, n. 14, sqq., and after him Mansi, t. iv. pp. 399, sqq., 
gave a short account of this from a Vatican Codex. 

3 Mansi, t. iv. p. 485. Cf. Hergenréther, Photius, vol. i. p. 47. 
4 Mansi, t. viii. pp. 752, sqq. 
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canons, so that, like the Synod of Carthage of 419, it led to 
the making of a whole collection of canons, which are still 
in use in the East.’ 

Sec. 124. The Synods at Carthage, in Numidia, Cilicia, and 

Antioch. 

On the 13th June of the following year, 421, a synod again 
assembled at Carthage under Archbishop Aurelius, designated 
by the Ballerini as the eighteenth, which drew up ten canons 
still extant, or, properly speaking, renewed earlier ones, as 
follows :?— 

Can. 1. “If an excommunicated bishop or cleric, while still 
under sentence, pretends to communion, he has condemned 
himself.” * 

Can. 2 == Can. 30 in the African Codex.‘ 
Can. 3 == Can. 31 aid. 
Can. 4. “If bishops or priests give away any of the 

property of their Church to another place, the bishops shall 
give account of it to the synods, and the clergy to the bishops. 
If they can give no reason, they shall be treated as thieves.” 

CAN. 5 = Can. 32 in the African Codex, the fourth of the 

Synod of Carthage of May 25, 419.° 
Can. 6 = Cans. 128, 129 in the African Codex, the first and 

second canons of the Synod of Carthage of May 30, 419.° 
Can. 7 == Cans. 130, 131 in the African Codex, i.e. Cans. 

3 and 4 of the same Synod of Carthage. 
Can. 8 = Can. 132 in the African Codex, Can. 5 of the 

above-mentioned Synod. 
Can. 9, similar to the first part of Can. 33 in the African 

Codex, te. Can. 5 of the Synod of Carthage,’ with this differ- 
ence only, that here it runs: “the bishop may not sell any 
Church property without the knowledge of the synod or of the 

1 4A short account of this Synod is given in Mansi, t. iv. p. 441, from Asse- 
mani’s Biblioth. Orient. t. ii. p. 507, and t. iii. p. 874. 

2 Mansi, t. iv. pp. 449, sqq.; Hard. t. 1. pp. 879, 935, sq.; translated in Fuchs, 
Le. p. 481, sq.; cf. Baller. edit. Opp. S. Leonis M. t. iii. p. ciii. 

3 Cf. canon 29 in the Codex Can. Eccl. A fric., which is the first original canon 
of the Synod of Carthage of May 25, 419. See p. 470. 

4 See above, p. 470. ‘5Jbid. © See above, p. 475. 7 See above, p. 471. 
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primates.” The text of the earlier Synod of 419 has “priests” 
instead of “ primates.” 

Can. 10, similar to the last part of Can. 33 in the Codez.' 
Two years afterwards, in 423, we meet with a Numidian 

Synod, which deposed the wicked Bishop Anton of Fussala, 
and also one in Cilicia against the Pelagian Julian. We have, 
however, no accurate accounts of either Synod. This is also 
the case with a Synod at Antioch in 424, which banished 
Pelagius from that city.” 

SEC. 125. Fresh Synod at Carthage (the twentieth) concerning 
Appeals. 

In the same year, 424, a Synod (the twentieth) at Carthage 
again took into consideration the affair of Apiarius and the 
appeal to Rome,’ and issued a Synodal Letter to Celestine 1., 
to the effect that “ Apiarius had demanded a fresh investiga- 
tion, at which shocking actions committed by him had come 
to light. The Papal legate Faustinus had, notwithstanding 
this, in a very rude manner demanded that the Africans should 
receive him into their communion, because he had appealed 
to the Pope, and had been received into communion by him. 
But this was precisely what should not have been done. 
Apiarius had at last himself confessed all his crimes. They: 
begged that the Pope would in future lend no such wing 
ear to those who came to Rome from Africa as he had to 
Apiarius, nor receive int? communion excommunicated persons, 
whether bishops or priests, according to the order given by 
the Council of Nicea in its fifth canon, which applies to 
bishops also. The receiving of appeals at Rome was an 
attack upon the rights of the African Church, and what was 
alleged in its favour as a Nicene rule was not Nicene, and 
could not be found in the genuine copies of the Acts of 
Nica, which had been obtained from Constantinople and | 

1 See above, p. 471. * Mansi, t. iv. pp. 474, 475 (not found in Hardouin). 
+ 1t appears that some time ‘earlier another Carthaginian Synod (the nine- 

teenth) had been held, which was mentioned at the Council of Carthage of 525. 
Cf. Ballerini, Lc. p. ciii., n. 2. The twentieth Synod of Carthage is also men- 
tioned by them, p. civ., n. 3. 
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Alexandria. They requested the Pope in future td send ‘no 
more judges to Africa; and, as Apiarius had now been excom- 

municated for his offences, the Pope would surely not expect 
the African Church any longer to endure the insolence of the 
legate Faustinus. They prayed that God would long preserve 
the Pope, and that he would pray for the Africans.” 

SEC. 126. Synod against Leporius, and smaller Synods. 

A new Synod at Carthage, about 426,” was occasioned by 
the monk Leporius of Marseilles, who combined. with his 
Pelagian errors those of the Nestorians (before Nestorius), and 
had therefore been. banished from Gaul, but was converted in 

Africa by Aurelius and Augustine, and now laid before the 
Synod of Carthage a written confession, retracting his former 
errors, This the Synod sent, with an accompanying letter, to 
the bishops of Gaul.’ 

In it Leporius says that he acknowledges his error, but that 

he had not knowingly offended, but had believed his error to 
be the simple truth. He had not denied that Christ, the Son 
of God, was born of Mary; but in order not to humanize the 
Divine, he had not wished absolutely to say, “ God Himself is. 
born of Mary,” but rather, “ with God the perfect man is born of 

Mary.” He had ascribed seorsum que Dei sunt soli Deo, and 
seorsum que sunt hominis soli homint (thus avoiding the com- 
municatio idiomatum), and had therefore plainly introduced 
-@ fourth Person into the Trinity. To Christ (the Man) he 
had referred all labour, all devotion, all merit, faith, etc, 

because all this did not befit God ; had maintained that Christ 

had gone through all His sufferings as perfect Man, in no way 
supported by His Godhead, and that in proof of this He had 
cried : “ My God, my God, why hast Thou forsaken Me?” He, 
Leporius, had also maintained that Christ, as man, was igno- 
rant of the day of judgment, and of other things. All which 
Leporius here recounts as constituting his former errors, and 

1 Manai, t. iii. pp. 839, sqq. ; t. iv. p. 515 ; Hard. t. i. pp. 947, sqq. 
* As to the date, cf. Mansi, t. iv. p. 517. 
3 This written confession and the accompanying letter are printed in Mansi, t. 

iv. pp. 518, sqq. ; and Hard. t. i. pp. 1261, sqq. 

I 2H 
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retracts, is plainly not Pelagianism but Nestorianism, or in 
the spirit of Theodore of Mopsuestia, as Neander has very 
justly remarked." Neither in the positive confession of faith 
which Leporius now laid down is there anything concerning 
the doctrine of grace; but Cassian and Gennadius, who are 
certainly competent judges in the matter, so distinctly desig- 
nate Leporius as a Pelagian, that we must presume that he 
united Pelagian with Nestorian errors. 

The remainder of what is entered in the Collections of 
Councils, under the title of Acts of African Synods of this 
period, is only a part, about three-quarters, of the African 
Codex? Only at Hippo, in 426, a sort of Synod was held, 
viz. an assembly of several bishops, in order to give S. Augus- 
tine a coadjutor in the person of the priest Heraclius.’ 

Also in 426 a Synod was held at Constantinople, by com- 
mand of the Ex Emperor Theodosius I1., partly on account of the 
elevation of Sisinnius to the Patriarchal See of that city, and 
partly for the purpose of condemning the Massalian error.* 
We now only possess a fragment of this Synodal Letter.’ 
With regard to a great Gallican Synod, held in 429, on 
account of Pelagianism, probably at Troyes,’ and which 
requested the Bishops Germanus of Auxerre and Lupus of 
Troyes to visit England about this matter,’ no documents, but 
only some private reports, have come down to us. 

Here then ends the series of Synods preceding the conflict 
concerning Christology, which lasted *for two centuries, and 
yave occasion again to a great number of new and highly im- 
portant Councils.’ 

1 Neander, Kirchengesch. ii. 2, p. 1119. [Eng. trans. vol. iv. pp. 882, 833. ] 
? Mansi, t. iv. pp. 477-518. * Mansi, t. iv. p. 588. 
‘ [The Massalians were also called Euchites, from their view that prayer is the 

only means of grace, and Enthusiasts, from their extravagances. These sectaries 
arose in the fourth century, and were first condemned at the Synod of Sida in 
883 (cf. supr. p. 389), and finally at the Council of Ephesus in 481. They 
reappeared, however, in the twelfth century, when, like the Albigenses and 
other medisval sects, they reproduced a form of Manichean error. | 

5 Mansi, t. iv. p. 542. 6 As to the date, cf. Mansi, t. iv. p. 546. 

7 Mansi, t. iv. pp. 5438, sqq. 
8 [The controversies on the Incarnation, here referred to, extend over the third, 

fourth, fifth, and sixth (cumenical Councils, closing with the condemnation of 
the Monotholite heresy, at the Third of Constantinople, in 680. ] 



“APPENDIX. 

NOTE ON THE FALL OF POPE LIBERIUS. 

HE following is the note referred to at p. 246, taken 
from Mr. P. Le Page Renouf’s treatise on the Con- 

demnation of Pope Honorius (Longmans, 1868), pp. 41, sqq., 
and which is here reprinted with his sanction. It will be 
seen that Mr. Renouf’s opinion differs from our Author's in 
some important details of historical criticism, and especially 
as regards the genuineness of the disputed Fragments of 
S. Hilary. The closing paragraph, which discusses the official 
or ex cathedra character of the act of Liberius, has been pur- 
posely omitted, as dealing with a question Bishop Hefele 
does not touch upon, and which it would therefore be out 
of place to introduce here. 

“The history of Arianism is full of historical and chrono- 
logical difficulties, and those connected with the case of Pope 
Liberius are quite sufficient to have furnished opportunities 
to his apologists of extenuating, and even utterly denying, his 
fall. But although the precise details cannot be discovered 
from the evidence now existing, there is, on the other hand, 
very positive evidence that the Pope officially subscribed a 
heterodox creed; that he signed the condemnation of S. 
Athanasius; and that he entered into communion with the 
Arian leaders, and admitted their orthodoxy. All this is 
explicitly stated in the letters of Liberius himself; but before 
quoting them, I shall speak of the other evidence. 

“S. Athanasius, in his Arian Hist., sec. 41, says: ‘Liberius, 

after he had been in banishment two years, gave way, and 
from fear of threatened death was induced to subscribe.’ 

483 
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And in his Apology against the Arians, sec. 89, Liberius ‘did 
not endure to the end the sufferings of banishment, but yet 
stood out two years in exile.’ Although Athanasius speaks 
with most noble tenderness of the fall both of Liberius and 
of Hosius, he has himself quoted the memorable words of 
Constantius: ‘Be persuaded, and subscribe against Athanasius; 
for whoever subscribes against him, thereby embraces with us 
the Arian cause.’ 

“S. Hilary of Poitiers says (Fragm. 6) that the Sirmian 
Creed: signed by Liberius was the ‘perfidia Ariana’ (that 
is the second Sirmian, a thoroughly Arian confession), and 
for this he anathematizes him over and over again: ‘ Iterum 
tibi anathema et tertio, prevaricator Liberi!’ In his letter 
to Constantius (c. 11), S. Hilary says: ‘ Nescio utrum majori 
impietate relegaveris quam remiseris.’ 

“The meaning’ of these words of S. Hilary are clear 
enough. But the best commentary upon them is to be found 
in the statement of Faustinus and Marcellinus, contemporaries 
of Liberius, that when Constantius was petitioned by the 
Romans for the restoration of the Pope, he answered, ‘ Habetis 
Liberium, qui qualis a vobis profectus est melior revertetur.’ 
They add: ‘Hoc autem de consensu ejus quo manus perfidie 
dederat indicabat.’ : 

“The Arian historian Philostorgius (Zpit. iv. 3) says that 
Liberlus and Hosius wrote openly against the term ‘ consub- 
stantial,’ and against Athanasius himself when a synod had 
been convened at Sirmium, and had brought over the afore- 
mentioned prelates to its own opinion. The synod here 
mentioned is intended (rightly or wrongly) for the second 
Sirmian. 

1 One of the principal historical difficulties of the question lies in the contra- 
diction between these words of 8S. Hilary, and a note, giving the names of the 
authors of the confession. I do not believe S. Hilary to be the author of this 
note. He would not have called the firat Sirmian confession the ‘‘ perfidie 
Ariana.” Nor would the Emperor have been satisfied with a subscription to the 
first Sirmian, which was already obsolete. Petavius (Animad. tn Hpiphan. p. 
$16) says, ‘‘ Hoc certissimum est neque priori illi contra Photinum edite sub- 
acripsisse, et si ex tribus Sirmiensibus aliquam admiserit, non aliam quam 
secundam, cui et Osius assensus est comprobasse.”” That Liberius did sign one 
of them, seems to be not less manifest from the evidence. 
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“Sozomen (Hist. iv. 15) says that Constantius, having sim- 
moned Liberius to Sirmium from Bercea, forced him (€Sidfero 

avrov), in presence of the deputies of the Eastern bishops, 
and of the other priests at the Court, to confess that the Son 
is not consubstantial with the Father. He adds that Liberius 
and other bishops were persuaded to assent to a document 
drawn up by Basil, Eustathius, and Eleusius. This document 
must have identified the ‘One in Substance’ with the doctrine 
of Paul of Samosata. 

“S. Jerome, in his Chronicle, says that ‘ Liberius tedio 

victus exsilii, et in hereticam pravitatem subscribens Romam 
quasi victor intravit’ And in his Lnber de Viris Illustribus 
(c. 97), he says that Fortunatianus, bishop of Aquileia, ‘in hoc 
habetur detestabilis quod Liberium, Romane urbis episco- 
pum ... primus sollicitavit ac fregit, et ad subscripiionem 
hereseos compulit.. The words of Jerome are repeated by 
many ecclesiastical authors. 

“The fall of Liberius is related by more recent writers, and 
sometimes even grossly exaggerated in consequence of the 
fables current about the anti-Pope Felix, who, although in- 
truded into the Holy See by the Arians, was for many 
centuries held. as a saint, and is probably still so held by 
many, on the authority of Benedict xiv. The Liber Ponis- 
jicalis represents Felix as having been canonically elected 
Pope with the consent of Liberius, when the latter went into 
exile for the faith, and as having suffered martyrdom when 
Liberius returned from exile, after having consented to the 
heresy of Constantius. 

“ Auxilius, a Roman priest (De Ordin. a Formoso factis, 
i. 25), says: ‘Quis nesciat quod Liberius, heu proh dolor! 
Arians heeresi subscripserit et per ejus transgressionem nefan- 
dissima scelera sint commissa.’ 

“Without accumulating an immense mass of similar evi- 
dence, it will be sufficient to say that till the sixteenth cen- 
tury the fall of Liberius was accepted as one of the simply 
indisputable facts of Church history. The Acts of 8. Eusebius 
of Rome were considered authentic, and they represent the 
saint as a victim of the heretical Pope whose communion he 
called upon every one to avoid. 
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“ Bede’s Martyrology (19 Kal. Sept.), and that of Rabanus 
Maurus says: ‘ Natale Sancti Eusebii ... qui sub Constantio 
Imperatore Ariano, machinante Liberio presule, similiter 
heretico, confessionem suam complevit.’ The Martyrology of 
Ado (14 Aug.) speaks of S. Eusebius, ‘ qui presente Con- 
stantio, cum fidem Catholicam constantissime defenderet et 

Liberium Papam doleret Ariane - perfidiw consensisse; etc. 

These words occur in other medieval martyrologies, and they 
were formerly in the Roman Breviary, from which they were 
only struck out in the sixteenth century. 

“ Of all the early testimonies which have been quoted, that 
of the Fragments of S.. Hilary is the only one about which 
an honest doubt can be entertained. I have myself not the 
least doubt about it. Its genuineness is admitted by every 
critic of authority except Hefele, who also doubts the genuine- 
ness of certain epistles of Liberius, in the midst of which the 
words of Hilary occur as indignant interpolations. But there 
is even less reason for a doubt about the letters of Liberius; 

and Hefele’s arguments against them are exceedingly weak. 
The letters, like most other documents of the Arian contro- 

versy, contain historical difficulties which may not be easy to 
explain, particularly if a history like that of Dr. Hefele has 
been written without regard to them; but the question of 
style is quite out of place here. Popes, as we have seen in 
the history of Honorius, do not always write the letters for 
which they are responsible. Liberius may not have been the 
real author of the letter to Constantius which he admires, any 
more than of those letters which he considers unworthy of a 
pope. The conversation of Liberius with the Emperor in 
Theodoret’s history, to which Dr. Hefele refers, is probably 
not more authentic than the speeches in Livy; and a dis- 
course of Liberius, in S. Ambrose’s works, has always been 
considered as thrown by S. Ambrose into his own language. 
The great Protestant critics admit the genuineness of the 
epistles in question; and among Catholic authorities’ Dr. 

} Among these I do not reckon Stilting, the Bollandist, whose article on 
Liberius I consider one of the most mischievous productions ever written. It 
is, no doubt, extremely able; but it has no more solid value than Whately’s 
Historic Doubts, and it is calculated to impose upon precisely those who have 
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Hefele stands alone in opposition to Natalis Alexander, Tille- 
mont, Fleury, Dupin, Ceillier, Montfaucon, Coustant, Mohler, 

Dollinger, and Newman. 
“The first of these letters is addressed to the Eastern 

bishops, and informs them of the Pope’s consent to the just 
condemnation of Athanasius (‘amoto Athanasio a communione 
omnium nostrum’). It announces his acceptance of their 
confession drawn up at Sirmium, and proposed to him by the 
Arian bishop Demophilus. ‘Hance ego libenti animo suscepi, 
in nullo contradixi, consensum accommodavi, hanc sequor, 
hec a me tenetur.” And it adds: ‘Jam pervidetis in omnibus 
me vobis consentaneum esse. A second letter is written to 
the Arian chiefs Ursacius, Valens, and Germinius, as being 
children of peace who love the concord and unity of the 
Catholic Church, to tell them that Athanasius had been 

condemned by him and ‘separated from the communion of 
the Roman Church, as all the Roman clergy can bear witness.’ 
He wishes them to inform their brethren Epictetus and 
Auxentius, Arian bishops, ‘pacem me et communionem 
ecclesiasticum cum ipsis habere.’ Liberius concludes: ‘ Qui- 
cumque autem a pace et concordia nostra que per orbem 

terrarum, volente Deo, formata est, dissenserit, sciat se separa- 

tum esse a nostra communione,’ 
“A third letter, addressed to Vincent of Capua, who had 

formerly been the legate of Liberius, but had already in the 
year 352 signed the condemnation of Athanasius, is written in 
the same sense. 

“Now, even if these letters were undoubtedly spurious, it 
would be idle to oppose the silence of Socrates and Theo- 
doret to the positive testimonies of Athanasius, Faustinus, 

and Jerome. ‘Athanasius, Hilarius, et Hieronymus,’ says 
Bellarmine, who is certainly not a prejudiced judge in this 
matter, ‘rem non ut dubiam sed ut certam et exploratam nar- 
rant.’ Theodoret, it is argued, never speaks of Liberius but 
as of a glorious confessor for the faith. But the same argu- 

no notion of the difference between sophistical subtlety and accurate reasoning, 
Pyrrhonism and sound criticism. It will be time to consider its arguments 
when they have convinced a single impartial Protestant, like Gieseler or 
Neander, or a learned Jew, like the editor of the Regesta. 
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ment would hold good with reference to Hosius, about 
whose fall no one can possibly entertain a doubt. The 
conduct of Liberius after the Council of Ariminum rehabili- 
tated him in the esteem of the orthodox; and Theodoret, 
no doubt, knew the whole truth, though he was unwilling to 
publish it. 
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Acactvus, Bishop of Ceesarea in Pales- | African Church constitution, 389, 396, 
tine, an Arian, 228, 261 ; his declara- 397, 399, 401 ; want of clergy in, 422. 
tion at Seleucia, 262; his creed, | Agape, meals in the Church, 315, 331, 

399 265 ; founds a party, 266 ; which is 
victorious, 271, 272; overthrows | Alexander, 
the Semi-Arians, 282; afterwards 
signs the Nicene Creed, 283 ; again | Alexandria, disturbances at, 
returns to Arianism, 284. 

Acacius, Bishop of Berosa, 344, 431. 
Accusations against bishops, 364, 365, 
oe 397, 398, 475; against clergy, 

Acesius, Novatian Bishop of Con- 
stantinople, 10. 

Actors, one who becomes a Christian 

Bishop of Alexandria, 
death of, 3. 

on 
account of the deposition of S. 
Athanasius, 52, 53, 48, sq., 214; 
later synods at, in 339, 46; in 346, 
184 ; in 361, 276, sqq. ; in 363, 281; 
in 399, 418; churches and plan of 
the city of, 49. 

Altar, only ecclesiastics may approach 
the, 312; not women, 319. 

may not return to his former occu- | Ambrose, S., 292, 359, 375, sqq., 379, 
pation, 423 ; the sons of bishops and | 
cle 
secular plays, 397 ; actors who return 

ciliation, 399. 
Administrator of a diocese, 425. 

381, 392. 
may not go in nor witness :Amphilochius, Bishop of Iconium, 

344, 390 
to the faith not to be refused recon- | Amulets forbidden, 318. 

Ancyra, synods at, in 358, 228; in 
375, 290. . 

Adrumetum, synod at, in 394, 406. Angels, undue worship of, 317. 
Adultery shuts out from communion, | Anianus, Bishop of Castolona in Spain, 

421 ; a Christian may not have a 
concubine besides his wife, 421, 
429; the wife of a cleric who sins, | Anomcans. 

Animal food, not sinful, 327, 328. 
(See Aetius.) 

how punished, 420; reunion after | Antioch, Golden Church at, 56 ; synod 
divorce not allowed, 443. 

Advocates or Defensores of the 
Church, 425, 442. 

Aerius and the Aerians, 335. 
Aetius and the Anomeans, 218, sqq., 

228, 269, 272; becomes bishop, 280; 
relation of the Anoma@ans to the old 
Arians, 224; Aetius pretends to 
know God as well as himself, 224 ; 
stands in high favour with the 
Emperor Julian the Apostate, 280; 
the Acacians a branch of the 
Anomeeans. (See Acacius 
Eu omians.) 

and | Antioch, in 

at, for the deposition of Eustathius 
of Antioch, in 330, 8; synods at, in 
332, 64; in 340, 51; m Enceeniis, 
A.D. 341, 56, sqq. ; opinions on the 
synod, 59, sq. ; right views concern- 
ing it, 65, sq. ; four creeds of, 76, sqq. ; 
the formula paexpicrives, 85, 89, 180; 
synods at, in 344, 180 ; in 368, 228; 
in 361, 275; in 362, 280; in 363, 
283; in 378, 291; in 424, 480; 
Antiochian Schism. (See Meletius 
of sotceh:) 

aria, synod at, in 378, 
291. 

489 
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Antiphons, 428. 
arrene the patriarch of Monachiem, 

52. 
Apiarius gives occasion to the quarrel 

about appeals between Rome and the 
Africans, pp. 463, sqq., 476, aqq. 

Apollinaris and Apollinarianism re- 
jected at Alexandria, 278; also 
under Pope Damasus, 289, 290; at 
the second General Council, 348, 353; 
at Constantinople, in 382, 380; at 
Rome, in 382, 381 ; baptism of the 
nf aera oe invalid, 368, sq. ; their 
= bad to be further investigated, 

Appeals, to the Emperor, 27, 70, 198; 
to the metropolitan or the provincial 
synod, 72, 149; to Rome, 112, aq., 
116-128, 463, sqq., 476 sqq. ; when 
not allowed, a : st Enzcbians do 
not approve of appeals to a greater 
synod, 52, sqq.; ordered by Pope 
Julius 1., and defended by him, 53, 
8q.; appeals different from revisions, |. 
123, sq. ; to whom to appeal from the 
sentence of a bishop, 390, sq. ; no 
appeal from the sentence of arbiters, 
judges chosen unanimously, 398, 
461. 

Archaph, John, 21, 25, 35. 
Ariminum., (See Rimini.) 
Aristeri, heretics, 367. 
Arius and Arianism, further history 

of, 1, sqq.; Arius to be again re- 
ceived into Church communion, 10; 
his confession of faith, 11; his 
death, 33, sq.; the Arians again 
ain stren th, 43; they depose 
ishop Paul of Constantinople, 44 ; 

they bring charges against Athan- 
asius, 45, sqq. ; seek to gain Rome, 
46; drive away Athanasius, 48 ; 
their baptism invalid, 367; the 
bishops of Nicene views are perse- 
cuted, 177; the Emperor Constan- 
tius patronises Arianism, 200; he 
appears at Milan against Athan- 
asius and the orthodox, 208; the 
Acacian party formed, and sup- 

rted by the Emperor, is victorious, 
366, sq. ; the whole world seems to 
be Arian, 271; Arianism declines, 
277, 280; victorious at Constanti- 
nople, 340; Arian bishops in the 
west, 375, sq. ; Arianism rejected at 
the Synod of Aquileia, in 381, 376 ; 
the Arians still dangerous, 379, sqq. ; 
rules of the Emperor against them, 
384 ; Arians in Constantinople, 383. 

Arles, synod at, in 353, 204. 

Auxentius, B 

Arles and Vienne, dispute concerning 
the Primacy of Gaul, 427. 

Arsenius, Meletian bishop, 15, sq., 20, 
8qq- 

Asceticiem, false, 293, 326, sq. 
Asclepas, Bishop of Gaza, 89, 97, 105, 

168, 184. 
Asterius, a sophist, supposed founder of haf eae 

Semi-Arianism, 29, 104, 226. 
Astrology, 318. 
Asylum, right of, 418, 436. 
Athanasius, becomes bishop, 3, aqq. ; 

false reports concerning this, 4, 18 ; 

accused of otal oa 19, ue 
deposed at Tyre, 25 ; goes to Con- 
stantinople, 27 ; his first exile, 37, 
aqq.; fresh accusations against him, 
45, eq. ; his case at Rome, 46, 49, 
52, 54 his defence, 47, 53, 55; he 
is banished, disturbances at Alex- 
andria, 48, 52 ; whether he appealed 
to the Emperor, 27; whether de- 
osed by the Antiochian Synod of 

Bal, 75; is three years in Rome, 
84; in Milan and Gaul, 84; his 
Easter letters, 3, 87, 158 ; is recalled 
from his second exile, 89, 179 ; de- 
clared innocent at Sardica, 105, 163 ; 
condemned at Fhilippopolis, 168 ; 

r ‘with the ca te nstans, 178, 
183; attacked by the Enusebiana, 
180, sq. ; with the Emperor Con- 
stantius, 183; after the death of 
.the Emperor Constans is again per- 
secuted, 199, sq. ; is to be deposed, 
202; is deposed and flies to the 
desert, 210, sqq. ; outrages at Alex- 
andrisa, 214; return of Athanasius 
from his third exile, 281 ; he desires 
to restore peace among. the 
Christians, 276; is exiled by the 
Emperor Julian, fourth exile, 281 ; 
recalled by the Emperor Jovian, 
281 ; exiled by the Emperor Valens, 
fifth exile, 284; his death, 288; 
disturbances after his death, 288. 

Atticus, Bishop of Constantinople, 477. 
Audientes, 301. 
Augustine, S., 395, 409, 439, 446, 

447, 454, 455, 456 
Aurelius, Archbishop of Carthage, 

and his synods, 395, 406, 422, 427 
440, 446, sqq., 458, 463, 465, 475. 

fchop of Milan, 210, 226, 
253, 288. 

BANN and deposition, 67, = ; 
Baptism, rules concerning, 319 ; clini- 
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cal, 320 ; preceded by imposition of 
hands, 364, after the second week 
of Lent no one may be received for 
baptism, 319; what the catechumen 
must learn, 319; the baptized 
anointed with chrism, 320; not to 
be repeated, 185 ; baptism not to be 
conferred upon dead persons, 397 ; 
when sick persons no longer able to 
speak, may be baptized, 400; those 
tobe baptized must give their names, 
and when proved by abstinence 
from wine and flesh and repeated 
imposition of hands, may be baptized, 
417; one of whom it is uncertain 
whether he has been baptized must 
be baptized, 424; newly baptized 

rsons to abstain for a time frum 
uxurious feasts, from the theatre, 
and from intercourse with their 
wives, 417; unbaptized children 
cannot enter the kingdom of heaven, 
459; a deacon may only baptize 
during Eastertide, 429; rebaptism 
forbidden, 393. 

Barbarous nations, hierarchical posi- 
tion of their bishops, 355, 356. 

Basil the Great, 221. 
Basil of Ancyra, 226, 229, 246, 247, 

250, 264, 268, 273. 
Basilina, the mother of Julian the 

Apostate, favours Arianism, 9, 202. 
Bath : both sexes may not bathe to- 

gether, 316. 
Beziers, synod at, in 356, 216. 
Bigamy. (See Marriage.) 
Bishop, choice and consecration of a, 

72, 73, 130, sqq., 307 ; examination 
of orie to be consecrated a, 410; 
appointment of a metropolitan, 131.; 
no bishop may appoint his successor, 
_73 ; no one may force himself into a 
vacant See, 71; simony forbidden, 
111 ; the bishop must undertake the 
management of the diocese, 71; at 
the appointment of a bishop blood 
is shed, 48, 83; no bishop may be 
appointed to small towns, 135 ; no 
bishop may go over to another 
bishopric, 72, 110, 111; examples, 
44, 55, 64; laymen may not hastily 
be consecrated bishops, 143 ; bishops 
not accepted by their congregations, 
71; no bishop may interfere in the 
diocese of another, 70, 73, 113, 150, 
151, 355, 391, 396, 430, 436; no 
bishop may without important 
reasons be long absent from his 
church, or preach in strange 
churches, 145, sq. ; no bishop may 

receive a strange cleric or an excom- 
municated person, neither may he 
consecrate a stranger, 68, 69, 70, 72, 
1 151, 186, 387, 398, aL ‘tae 
ishop must appear at a synod, 318 ; 

‘whether a bishop may go to the 
court to present a petition, 137-142, 
158; may not go to the court without 
littere formate from the Pope, 443 ; 
intervention of the Pope, 141; clerics 
may not enter the church before the 
ishop, 321 ; how the bishop must 

Manage the possessions of the 
Church, 73; his private means and 
the possessions of the Church must 
be separate, 73 ; he may not consider 
the property of the Church his own, 
413; the bishop judged by the pro- 
vincial synod, 114, 117; directions 
concerning the condemnation of a 
bishop, 68, 71 ; a condemned bishop 
may not go to the Emperor, 70; may 
not reinstate himself, 68 ; appeal to 
Rome, 117-128 ; when a bishop may 
not appeal, 71; the bishops of ail 
countries report to the Pope, 96, sq., 
163 ; how schismatical bishops are 
to be treated on their return to the 
Church, 154; whether a cleric may 
appeal from the sentence of a bishop, 
72, 149; relation of the bishop to 
the metropolitan, 69 ; what deacons 
and priests may not be appointed 
to higher posts, 419; no one may 
become bishop, priest, or deacon 
unless he has firat made all his house- 
hold Catholic, 398; no one may 
become a bishop who has not first 
been a cleric, ; no bishop may 
be elected without the consent of the 
Apostolic See or of the metropolitan, 
386, 389, 391 ; which districts may 
have a bishop and which not, 390, 
442 ; bishops of barbarous nations, 
355, sq. ; bishops may not be agents 
for others, 398 ; may not make tbeir 
sons independent too early, 398 ; 
their sons may not marry heathens, 
heretics, or schismatics, 398 ; may 
not join in or witness plays, 398 ; 
the widow of a bishop may not 
m again, 421; panishment of 
the daughter of a bishop who, 
having dedicated herself to God, 
sins, 42]; a bishop may not make 
apy one his heir who is not a 
Catholic, 398 ; bishops may have no 
meals in the church, 399; may not 
travel across the sea, 399, 407, 441 ; 
what part taken by a bishop in the 
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ordination of other clergy, 411; a 
bishop must live close to the church, 
412; may have but little household 
furniture and a frugal table, 412 ; 
may read no heathen books, and 
heretical books only when necessary, 
412; may not go to law in secular 
matters, 412; may not be occupied 
with household cares, 412; must 
exhort persons at strife to be at 
peace, 413; the affairs of widows 
must be transacted by the arch- 
deacon, 412; may not act as exe- 
cutor, 412; must be present at 
synods and ordinations, 412-425 ; 
may not ordain a cleric without the 
advice of the clergy, 412; may 
undertake no judicial action in the 
absence of his clergy, 412; may 
only in rare cases accept another 
See, 413, 430 ; a bishop when seated 
may allow no priest to remain stand- 
ing, 413 ; his higher seat, 413 ; course 
of action with regard to accusations 
against bishops, 364, 366, 390, 397, 
398, 475; a bishop may only be 
judged by twelve bishops, or by the 
provincial synod, 391, 407 ; Dona- 
tist clergy if they join the Church 
with their congregations shall re- 
tain their office, 450, 423, sq. ; ex- 
communication of a bishop, ex cari- 
tate fratrum, 425, 475; when a 
bishop may renounce communion 
with his colleagues, 475; in con- 
secrating, a bishop must observe 
the canonical rules, 411; must 
judge no strange cleric, 404; may 
not assume superiority over older 
bishops, 428 ; may not robe and un- 
robe in his throne, 434; must sup- 
port the poor, and show hospitality, 
435 ; must not excommunicate one 
whose crime he alone knows (cf. 
Clerics). 

Biterrse. (See Beziers. ) 
Blood, etc., forbidden to be eaten, 328. 
Boniface, Pope, 466. 
Bonosus, heretic, 393. 
Bordeaux, synod at, in 384, concern- 

ing the Priscillianists, 384. 
Brachium seculare, shall support the 

Church, 68 ; appeals to, 409. 
Braga, pretended synod at, 444, 446. 
Breviarium of the Synod of Hippo, 

395, 408. 
Brothers, the Long, 430. 
Burdigalensis Synodus, in 384, 384. 

CXCILIAN, Bishop of Carthage, 184. 

INDEX. 

a rhe leader of the Pelegians, 

Cesar: this title also borne by the 
Augusti, 40. 

Ceesarea, in Palestine, synod there, 
in 334, 15. 

Canon of Scripture, of Laodicea, 322, 
sqq. ; of Hippo, 400 

Canons, and collections of, ancient, 410. 
Cantors, 309. 
Cappadocia, synod at, 290. 
Capua, synod at, in 391, 392, sq. 
Caria, synod at, 287, 291. 
Carthage 397, 401, 409, 426, 440. 
ria synods at, in 345-3418, 184 ; 
in 386, 390; firat synod, in 394, 
406 ; second and third, in 397, 407 ; 
retended synod at, 409, sq. ; real 
ourth synod, in 399, 418; the fifth, 
in 401, 421; the sixth, in 401, 423; 
the seventh, at Milan, in 402, 427; 
the eighth, in 403, 439; the ninth, 
in 404, 440 ; the tenth, in 405, 441 ; 
the eleventh, in 407, 441, sq. ; the 
twelfth, thirteenth, fourteenth, and 
fifteenth, in 408-410, 444; Cartha- 
ginian Synods against the Pelagians, 
in 411, 446; in 416, 455; in 417 or 
418, 457; the sixteenth Synod of 
Carthage, in 418, 458, 463; the 
seventeenth, in 419, 465, 474, 476 ; 
the eighteenth, in 421, 479; the 
nineteenth, 480, note 3; the twen- 
peer ot Cc inian Synod, in 

Catechumens, 366, 367 ; receive a lay- 
ing on of hands even before baptism, 

Celibacy: one who has married a 
widow may not be admitted to the 
pi (or sacred) orders, 387 ; one 
ordained after marriage, and who 
receives higher orders, may not 
continue in married intercourse, 
387, 390, 419, 424, 427 ; the clergy 
in lower (minor) orders may con- 
tinue in married intercourse, 427; 
whether a subdeacon may, 424; he 
may, 424; he may not, 469; who- 
ever receives the higher orders, when 
unmarried, may not marry, 429; 
punishment of a subdeacon who 
marries again after the death of bis 
wife, 419 ; clerics of the lower orders 
must either marry or make a vow 
of continence, 398; may not marry 
a widow, 387, 419; a cleric may 
not live with women, nor visit 
them without witnesses, 398, 399 ; 
false celibacy, 326, 327, 329, 330. 
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Chalice, subdeacons may not admini- 
ater the, 314. 

Children, who die unbaptized cannot 
enter the kingdom of heaven, 459 ; 
of whom it 1s uncertain whether 
they have been baptized shall be 
baptized at once, 424. 

Chorepiscopi and country priests, 69, 
321. 

Chrism, consecration of, by the bishop, 
390, 400, 421 ; only priests, deacons, 
and subdeacons may fetch the, 421. 

Christ, humanity of. (See Apolliua- 
rianism. ) 

Christians may not eat blood, etc., 
328; Christians —catechumens of 
the lowest class, 367, note 6. 

Chrysostom deposed, 68 ; presides ata 
synod at Ephesus, 410; is persecuted, 
430, sqq. ; deposed and banished, 
437 ; recalled, again persecuted and 
deposed, 437, sq.; dies in exile, 
439 ; on account of his deposition, 
divisions arise between the Roman 
and Alexandrian Churches, 443. 

Church: terms Church and Ecclesia, 
315 ; whether service may be held 
in unconsecrated churches, 179, 
203 ; a heathen temple converted 
into a church, 203; heretics may 
not enter the churches of the ortho- 
dox, 301; no agape or feast to 
be held in the church, 305; feasts 
when allowed, 399; negligent at- 
tendance at, 293 (see Service) ; pro- 
tectors for, 425, 442; right of asylum 
(see Asylum) ; church property, care 
of, 73, 330; rules for protection of, 
424, 470, sq., 479; that which 
belongs to country churches the 
bishop may not apply to the cathe- 
dral, 471, note 1; executors to 
collect the revenues of the church, 
442; the bishop to manage the 
possessions of the church, and to 
distribute them to the clergy, but 
not to his relations, 73 ; his private 
property to be carefully distin- 
guished, 73; first-fruits = offerings 
of fruit to the church, 326, 330; 
church music and hymns, 309, sq., 
311, 322. 

Cilicia, synod in, 480. 
Clergy: no one shall be too hastily 

ordained, 301; no inferior officials 
nor soldiers shall be chosen as priests 
and deacons, 289; the appointment 
of priests not left to the people, 
308 ; no priest may be a guardian, 

_ 186; theclergy may not occupy them- 
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selves with worldly matters, 186 ; 
may not take interest and practise 
usury, 301 ; may not frequent inns, 
314; may not practise magic, or 
make amulets, 318 ; may have no 
strange or suspicious women in their 
houses, 185; celibacy of (see Celi- 
bacy) ; punishment of, for impurity, 
apostasy, etc., 68 ; of excommuni- 
cated clergy, who disregard their ex- 
communication, 443, 470, 479; may 
not go over to strange dioceses, and 
no bishop may ordain or accept a 
stranger, 68, 69, 110; a cleric pun- 
ished by deposition may not be also 
excommunicated, for then he would 
be doubly punished, 61 ; no secular 
officer may judge a cleric, 162; duty 
of clergy in residence, 152; may 
not travel without permission of 
the bishop, and without letters of 
peace, 319, 404;° may not create 
schism, nor set up conventicles, 68, 
326, 329; may transmit their pos- 
sessions, 73; no deposed cleric may 
serve in the church, 68 ; nor be else- 
where received, 387, 427, 430, 443 ; 
whether he may apply to the 
Emperor, 70; the Eustathians de- 
spise married clergy, 326, 329; one 
baptized by a heretic may not be 
ordained, 400; one rebaptized, 
425; one who, after baptism, has 
lived in unchastity, 429 ; especially 
one who has married a second time, 
or a widow, 387 ; a slave or in gene- 
ral any one who is not free, 420; 
one who has done open penance, 
419 ; ignorant and uninstructed per- 
sons, 397; one who has served in 
war, 387 ; may become a subdeacon, 
420 ; one who has filled a magis- 
terial office may not be ordained 
without previously doing penance, 
429 ; clerics, if called by the bishop 
to a higher office, must accept it, 
470; on3 not twenty-five years of age 
not to be ordained, 397; a cleric 
may not be ordained by a strange 
bishop, 355, 387 ; may not stay with 
a strange bishop, or in a strange 
town, norgoover toastrangeChurch, 
399, 420, 424, 427, 430; may not 
travel, must attend daily service, 420; 
must practise a trade, 414; if and 
how a cleric may possess Church pro- 
perty, 470; under what conditions 
apostate, schismatical, and heretical 
clergy may be received into the 
Church, 400, 424, 443 ; a cleric may 
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not, despising the ecclesiastical 
court and without permission of the 
roa ve apply to a secular court, 
398, ; who may appear as wit- 
ness or accuser inst, 365, 475; 
may not be compelled to appear as 
witness before a secular court, 423 ; 
punishment of, for indecent jokes, 
415 ; excommunication of, for swear- 
ing by creatures, 415; for singing 
at meals, 415; dearth of clergy, 422 ; 
the wife of a cleric who sins, to be 
unished by fasts imposed by her 
usband, 420; punishment of the 

daughters of higher clergy who, 
dedicated to God, sin, 421 ; clergy 
may not have their children bap- 
tized by heretics, nor marry them 
to heretics, Jews, or heathens, 398; 
may not make their sons indepen- 
dent too early, 398 ; sons of, may 
not join in or witness plays, 398. 
(See Bishop, Celibacy, Simony.) 

Clinical baptism, 319. 
Coadjutors of a bishop: Heraclius be- 

comes 8S, Augustine’s assistant, 481. 
Codex Canonum Ecclesia Africane, 

468, sq. 
Colson recenlegnel t,in 346, 181 0. e, pretended synod at, 1n 346, 181. 
CouniuaGn, Holy, how distributed, 
314 ; must be received by all who 
enter the Church, 67; no stranger 
may be admitted to, without a let- 
ter of recommendation from his 
bishop, 186 ; the communion is sent 
at Easter to other bishops as eulo- 
gies, 308 ; the sacred bread is blas- 
hemously dishonoured, 168. (See 
acrifice, Eucharist.) 

Concubinage: whether to exclude 
from communion, 421, 429 ; concu- 
binage = unequal marriage, 421, 
note 1; concubine besides a wife, 
421, 429. 

Confessor = cantor, 420. 
Confirmation, to be administered after 

baptism, 320. 
Constans, Emperor, commencement 

of his reign, 38, sq. ; fights against 
his brother Constantine the younger, 
51; does not allow hi to be 
prejudiced against Athanasius, 83 ; 
causes the Synod of Sardica to be 
summoned, 84; protects Athan- 
asius, and threatens his brother, 
179, 182 ; dies, 199. 

Constantia and her court clergy favour 
Arianism, 5, 11, 

Constantine the Great, more favour- 
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ably disposed towards the Arians, 
4, 11; is prejudiced against A - 
asius, 27, 34; recalls Athanasius, 
37 ; his orthodoxy, baptiem, and 
death, 36, sqq. 

Constantine 11, commencement of his 
reign, 38 ; his letter concerning the 
return of Athanasius, 37, 39, 42; 
death of, 51. 

Constantinople, synods at, in 360, 271 ; 
second General Council at, in 381, 
342 ; summoned and confirmed by 
the Emperor Theodosius 1, 342, 
369 ; members and presidente, 344 ; 
first action of, 345, eqq. ; the Tome 
and the Creed, 348; pretended 
creed of, proceeus from the synod 
of the following year, 379, aq. ; 
censure of Apollinarianism at, 348, 
353 ; only draws up four, not seven 
canons, 351; anathema upon all 
heresies, 353 ; bishops may not in- 
terfere in strange dioceses, 355; 
rank of the Sea of Constantinople, 
373 ; canons not sanctioned by 
Rome, 373, 374; decision of, con- 
cerning Maximus the Cynic, 345, 
359 ; authority of, 372 ; the Bishop 
of Constantinople claims power over 
the Exarchates of Ephesus, Ceosarea, 
and Thrace, 419; further synods 
at, in 382, 377 ; ite Creed, 378, sq. ; 
in 383, 382; in 394, 406; in 400, 
409 ; in 403, 430 ; in 426, 481. 

Constantius, Emperor, commencement 
of his reign, 38 ; in favour of Arian- 
ism, 43, 83, sq., 177, sqq. ; peree- 
cutes and overthrows Athanasius, 
51 ; has the Golden Church at An- 
tioch consecrated, 57; shows more 
clemency towards Athanasius, and 
invites him to return, 182, sq., 199; 
at Rome in the spring of 352, 200; 
apparently in favour of Athanasias, 
199; his victory over Magnentius 
at Mursa, 199 ; patronises the anti- 
Nicene doctrines, 200, sqq. ; influ- 
enced in this by his wife Eusebia, 
202; by force renders Arianism 
victorious at Milan, 209, 211 ; ill- 
treata and exiles many bisho 
209; his will ie canon, 208; ae: 

es Athanasius, Hosius, and 
iberius, 210, 231; in favour of 

strict Arianism, 226 ; over to 
Semi-Arianism, 230 ; persecutes the 
strict Arians, 246 : decides in favour 
of Arianism at Rimini, 255; vacil- 
lates between the opinions of the 
majority and minority at Seleucia, 
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269; banishes the strict Arian, 
Aetius, 272; aleo the Semi-Arians, 
being influenced by the Acacians, 
274; death of, 276. 

Conventicles, religious, forbidden, 
especially those set up by Priscil- 
lianists and Eustathians, 68, 326, 
329 ; not to be called churches, 415. 

Council. (See Syaed) 
Cresconius, Bishop of Villa Regis, 

396, 408, 425. . 
Cyprus, synod at, about 400, 419. 
Cyril of Alexandria, 477. 
Cyril of Jerusalem, 252, 261, 262, 

265, 267, 274, 344, 381. 

Damasvs, Pope, quarrels at his elec- 
tion, 287 ; synods under, 287, 8q., 290. 

Deaconesses, 305, eq. 
Deacons, to be honoured by the in- 

ferior ministers of the Church, 312 ;: 
not to sit in presence of a priest, | Hp 
312; a deacon must be twenty-five 
ears of age, 397 ; must be judged 
y three bishops, 391, 397, aq. ; 
may only wear the alb tempore lec- 

Dace ve paras in 414 (of. Clergy). 
ensores and Ezxactores, protectors 

of the Church, 425, 442. 
Demophilus, Arian Bishop of Con- 

stantinople, 383. 
Deposition of clergy. (See Clergy.) 
Diaconicum, 313. 
Dianius of Caesarea, 54, 58, 66, 92, 

275. 
Diodorus of Tarsus, 381. 
Dionysius of Milan, 208, 209. 
Dionysius Exiguus, his collection of 

canons, 338. 
Dioscurus, one of the Long Brothers, 

430 
Diospolis, Synod of, in 415, 450. 
Discipline must be but one in the 

Church, as there is but one faith, 
429 

Divorce, with re-marriage, notallowed, 
443. 

Donatists, 185; rules concerning, 
400, 425, aq., 440, 441, 442, agq., 
460. 

Drees, false kind of ascetic, 326, 331. 

Easter, question about, after Nicene 
Council, 67; canons of Synods of 
Antioch and Sardica concerning, 
67; rales concerning the time and 
announcement of, 96, 401, 408, | 
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as by the bishop before Easter, 

Eleusius, Bishop of Cyzicus, 261, 
268, 273, 285; head of the Pneu- 

tomachians, 383. ma 
Emperors, not lords over the faith, 

219; the Emperor Constantius de- 
nounced by the bishops, 217; a 
deposed cleric may not apply to the 
emperor, or go to him, 70 ; Athan- 
asius applies to the emperor, 27 
(see Appeals); emperors publish 
edicts concerning Church matters, 
especially questions of dogma, 369, 
384 ; emperors and kings summon 
councils, 342, 378, 382, 482, 

Enchantments forbidden, 318. 
Ephesus, synod at, in 400, 419; rights 

of See in relation to Constantinople, 
434. 

Epiphanius, St., 381, 419, 431. 
istole communicatorie, confessoria 
canonica, commendatilie, 319; for- 
re epistolia or apostolia, 413, 

Equitins, Bishop, condemned, 423 
425, 440 , 440. 

Eucharist, the, may not be given to 
the dead, 397; the Eucharist the 
Sacrament of the Body and Blood o 
Christ, 399, 413; also called the 
sacrament of the altar, 399; only 
bread and wine from the vine 
mixed with water may be used at, 
399 ; may only be celebrated fast- 
ing, except on Cena Domini, 399 ; 
one who receives the Eucharist 
must really consume it, 420; one 
who never communicates in the 
church shall be shut out, 420; in 
cases of necessity a deacon may ad- 
minister the, 413. (See Communion. ) 

Eudoxius of Antioch, 228, 261, 268. 
Eudoxius of Constantinople, 280, 283, 

285. 
Eulogie at Easter, 308; consecrated 

bread, etc., 397; ie of here- 
tics not to be received, 316. 

Bunomius and Eunomians, 219 ; their 
relation to old Arianism, 224; 
Eunomius becomes bishop, 274 (see 
Aetius) ; baptism of Eunomians in- 
valid, 367, sq. ; their creed, 383 ; 
decree of the emperor against them, 
384. 

Euphrates, Bishop of Cologne, 88, 
179, 181. 

424; what may be brought for , Eusebia, wife of Constantius, favours 
' consecration during the 

Easter, 397; consecration 
the Arians, 202. aye of 

the ' Eusebians, the, 23, 24, 28, 29, 52, sq., 
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59, 91, 98, sqq., 166, 177; their 
victory at Arles, 204, eqq. ; opposi- 
tion parties amongst themselves, 
217. 

Eusebius, Bishop of Czesarea, his 
theological standpoint, 7 ; will not 
become Bishop of Antioch, 9 ; pre- 
sides at Tyre, 19 ; his death, 44. 

Eusebius, Bishop of Emisa, one of 
the heads of the Semi-Arians, 51, 
226. 

Eusebius, Bishop of Nicomedia, is 
exiled, 2; his return, 5; his in- 
trigues, 6 ; joins the Meletians, 10 ; 
his death, 83. 

Eusebius, Bishop of Vercelli, 206, sq., 
209, 276, 278. 

Eustathius of Antioch, 7. 
Kustathius of Sebaste, 226, 229, 268, 

269, 273, 288, 336, sq. ; decisions 
of the Synod of Gangra against, 
326, sqq. 

Euzoius of Antioch, 280. 
Excommunicated : one excommuni- 

cated may not be absolved by a 
strange bishop, 68, 149; may not 
defend himself, 149 ; shut out from 
all communion—no one may speak, 
pray, or eat with him, 390, 416; 
excommunicated slaves or freed- 
men may not be accepted as ac- 
cusers, 475 ; punishment of a bishop 
who excommunicates unjustly, or 
without sufficient proof, 475; 
whether concubinarit are shut out 
from communion, 42]; one who 
neglects divine service on festivals, 
or goes to the theatre, to be ex- 
communicated, 417; one excom- 
municated, especially a cleric, may 
not be elsewhere received, 387, 390, 
427, 430, 443; not even by the Pope, 
481; punishment of one who ne- 
glects excommunication, 390, 443, 
470, 479; exclusion from the com- 
munio dominicalis, 427 ; from the 
communio or caritas fratrum, 425, 
475. 

Excommunication, 390, 397, 414, 418, 
420, 421, 461, 463, 475, 476, 479. 

Exorcists, 314, sq. 
Exucontians, 219. 

Fastinc, on Sunday, 293, 327, 334; 
in Lent, 320; blood, or things 
strangled, or anything killed by a 
beast, not to be eaten, 328; the 
Church fasts not kept by the 
Eustathians, 327, 334. 

Faustinus, Papal legate, 480. 
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Feaata, birthday, of princes, not to be 
celebrated in Lent, 320; heatben, 
not to be held in future, 423 ; for- 
bidden in churches, 399. 

Felix, Bishop of Rome in the place of 
Pope Liberius, 212, 231. 

Felix, Bishop of Tréves, 386, 393, 427. 
Flavian, Archbishop of Antioch, 346, 

38], 384, 393. - 
Flesh, sins of the. (See Adultery, 

Unchastity.) 
Fortunatian of Aquileia, 205, 210, 

236, 240. 
ae privilegiatum, of the clergy, 

163 
Freedmen, not admitted as accusers, 

475. . 

GALLICAN Council, in 429, 481. 
Gangra, synod at, 325; its decisions 

against the Eustathians, 326, sqq. ; 
its canons, 327, sqq.; date of, 
337, 8q. 

Gaul, which See has the Primacy, 
426. 

Gelasius, Pope, his decree de libris re- 
cipiendis, 374. 

et a Arian bishop of Alexandria, 
4, 

George of Laodicea, a Semi-Arian, 
226, 228. 

Germanus, Bishop of Auxerre, 482. 
Germinius, Bishop of Sirmium, 227, 

228, 248, 254; again appreaches 
orthodoxy, 286. sd 

Ghost, Holy, Eunomian doctrine of 
the, 223, 383; doctrine of the 
second Sirmian Synod, 227 ; doc- 
trine of the Alexandrian Synod, 
277, 382 (cf. Pneumatomachians) ; 
doctrine of, declared in the Creed 
of the second General Council, 349 ; 
in Can. v. of the Synod of Constan- 
tinople in 382, 360; Creed of this 
synod in 382, 379. 

Grace and free-will, discussions con- 
cerning, at the Synod of Carthage 
in 412, 446, sqq. ; at Jerusalem, at 
Diospolis, 449, sqq. ; Pope Zosimus 
deceived by the Pelagians, 456; 
decision of the Synod of Carthage 
in 418, 458. 

Gratian, Emperor, 291. 
ar a Bishop of Carthage, 97, 137, 

1 
Gre ory, father of S. Gregory of 

Gece c padoci d regory, the Cappadocian, pseudo- 
bishop of Alexandria, 48, aa 52, 
89; death of, 182, 
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Gregory of Nazianzus, becomes ad- | Hosius, President at Sardica, 96; per- 
ministrator of the See of Constan- 
tinople, 340; suffers much, 341; 
solemnly installed in the See of 
Constantinople, 346; the Egyp- 
tians and Latins do not regard him 
as the rightful bishop, 347, 378 ; 
for some time president of the 
second General Council, 344, 346 ; 
resigns his See, and is no longer 
present at the Council, 347; ex- 
presses himself unfavourably con- 
cerning Synoda, 378. 

Gregory of Nyssa, 291. 
Guardian, a priest must not be a, 186. 

Harr, not to be cut off by women out 
of false asceticism, 327, 333. 

Hands, imposition of, received by 
catechumens before baptism, 36. 

Heathenism, no part to be taken in 
heathen feasts, 318; remains of, 
exterminated by the emperor, 422 ; 
heathen feasts not allowed, 423; 
heathen temples to be destroyed by 
the emperors, 422; Bishop Mar- 
cellus of Apamea has heathen 
ae destroyed, and is .thrown 
by the heathen into the fire, 389 ; 
eee with heathens forbidden, 

Heraclides, Archbishop of Ephesus, de- 
posed by Chrysostom, 419, 432, 435. 

Heretics may not enter the church, 
301 ; reception of heretics into the 
Church, 302; under what condi- 
tions, 367, 400, 422, 424, 442, aq., 
460 ; no one may enter the churches 
of heretics, or accept their eulogia, 
304, 316 (see Communicalio in 
sacris) ; marriage with heretics — 
Marriage) ; baptism conferred by, 
whether valid, 303, sq., 367 ; duty 
of bishops to win heretics, 461 ; 
clergy not to make heretics their 
heirs, 398, 426; nor marry their 
sons to heretics or schismatics, 
398 ; heretical baptism, controversy 
concerning, 303, sq. ; whether those 
baptized by heretics may serve at 
the altar, and be ordained, 261, 
400, sq. 

Heros, Bishop of Arles, 450, 455. 
Hilary of Poitiers, 209, 216, 217, 227, 

236, 261, sq., 268, 272; spurious 
i of, 236, sqq. (cf. Ap- 
pendix). 

Hippo, synod at, in 393, 394. 
Homo Dominicus, 381. 
Homoiusians, 225. (See Semi-Arians. ) 

IL 

secuted and exiled by the Emperor 
Constantius, 212, sq.; forced to sign 
the second Sirmian formula, 228; 
anathematizes Arianism, 228. 

Icox1umM, od at, in 376, 290. 
Idacius and Ithacius, chief opponents 

of Priscillianism, 384, sqq., 427. 
Tdolatry, worship of angels, 317. 
Illyria, synod there in 375, 289. 
Inns, clerics forbidden to frequent, 
except when travelling, 399. 

Instantius, head of the Briscill illianists, 
384. 

Interventor, wipsedwens, and visitor of 
a diocese, 321, 425. 

Tsauria, Semi-Arian synod there, 285. 
Ischyras, 14, 19, 20, 23, sq.; becomes 

bishop, 25. 

James, Bishop of Nisibis, 58. 
Januarius, Bishop of Beneventum, 97,. 

150. 
Jerusalem, synods at, in 335, 26; in 

346, 184; in 400, 419; in 415, 449. 
Jews, Christians not to eat with, 

318; unleavened bread not to be 
accepted from them, 318 (cf. Mar- 
riage and Communicatio tn sacris). 

Jovian, Emperor, desires peace among 
the Christians, 282, sq. 

Jovinian, and his heresy, 391, 8q. 
Judaizing, 316. 
Judices in partibus, ordered at Sardica, 

112, 120, 128. 
Julian the Apostate, instructed by 
Aetius in Christianity, 219; becomes 
Emperor, 275 ; favours the Arians, 
280; at enmity with Athanasius, 
281 ; death of, 281. 

Julian, Bishop of Eclanum, the Pela- 
an, 480. 

Julius 1., Pope, 46, 47, 50, 51, 53, 57, 
95, 122, 123, 162, 183, 190, 200. 

LaMPSACUS, synod there in 365, 284. 
Laodicea, synod at, 295. 
Lazarus, Bishop of Aix, 450, 455. 
Lections, in divine service, after every 

pealm, 311. 
Lectors. (See Readers.) 
Lent, rules concerning, 320; full ser- 

vice on Saturday and Sunday only 
during, 320. 

Leontius Castratus, 182, 200, 232. 
Leporius, monk and heretic, 481. 
Liberius, Pope, very decided in favour 

of the orthodox faith and Athan- 
asius, 200, sqq., 209; for which 

21 
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reason ted and exiled, 212; 
relations with regard to the third 
Sirmian formula, 231; spurious 
documents in his disfavour, 239; 
spurious letters of, 239; a rock of 
orthodoxy, 277, 285; death of, 287. 

Lucian, , creed of, 77. 
Lucifer of is, 205, 206, 208, 276 ; 

schism of, 276. 
Lupus, Bishop of Troy, 482. 
Lycia, synod at, about 366, 285. 
Lydda, synod at, in 415, 450. 

MacaRIANA tempora, 185. 
Macedonius, 83, 246, 264, 273, 280, 

sq. ; heresy of, rejected under Pope 
Damaeus, 288 (cf. Pneumato- 

MY sore narcnsy E rai 
entius sets up as Emperor of the 

Weat, 192; is conquered, 199 ; death 
of, 201. 

Maxpiorixes, Creed, 85, 89, 180, 188. 
peat ihage oe sapgrirgy nar 281. 
Marcellus o cyra, 26, 29; deposed, 

29; whether his doctrine was ortho- 
dox, 30, sqq. ; declared innocent at 
Rome, 54, 55, 75, 77, 79, 80; also 
at Sardica, 98, 105 ; condemned at 
Philippopolis and Antioch, 168, 180; 
reinstated in his See, 184; again 
banished, 193 ; baptism of his sect 
invalid, 367. 

Marcus, Bishop of Arethusa, 80, 194, 
248, 249 

Mareotis, events at, and investigations 
aera Athanasius, 14, 20, 23, 

Maris, Bishop of Chalcedon, 80, 83, 

Marri with heathens, Jews, and 
heretics, 305, 316 ; incestuous, be- 
tween relations, forbidden, 429; 
third iage of clergy severely 
punished, 42 ; Virgins dedicated to 
God may not marry, 421, 429; the 
widows of clergy may not marry, 
421 ; newly baptized persons must 
for a time abstain from their wives, 
417 ; unequal iage called con- 
cubinage, 421, note 1; bridal bene- 
diction, 412 ; the newly married 
shall remain the first night in 
virginity, 412; no marriages to be 
parforied in Lent, 320; second 
marriage punished by a small pen- 
ance, 299 ; iage condemned by 
the Eustathians, 326, 327, 330, 332. 

Marseilles, See of, rank, 426. 
Martin, of Braga, 324, 325. 
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emperor for hie severity towards 
the Priscillianists, 385; presents 
petitions for the servants of the late 
emperor, 386 ; displeased with the 
Ithacians, 386, 402. 

cone or martyr chapels, 304, 334, 

Martyrs, feasts of, forbidden during 
Lent, 320; service in honour of, 
327, 334; heretics and schiamatics 
not to be honoured as, 316. 

Maruthas, Bishop of Mesopotamia, 
444, 

Mass, whether to be held in private 
houses, 327, 332. 

Massalians, 390, 482. 
Mathematicians, 318. 
Mauretania Sitifensis, 396, 401, 408. 
Maximianists, sect of the Donatists, 

424. 
Maximin, Bishop of Tréves, 84. 
Maximus, Bishop of Tréves, 97. 
Maximus, the Emperor, 383, 384. 
Maximus, the Cynio, false friend of S. 

Gregory of Nazianzus, 341, 345, 
354, 355, 359; many Latins in 
favour of, 359, 378; they cease to 
enppore him, 381. 
— in the church, when allowed, 

Meletius of Antioch, 275 ; schiam of, 
278; infavour of the Nicene faith, 282, 
8q. ; presides at the second General 
Council, 344; highly honoured by the 
Emperor Theodosius L, 345 ; 
of, 346 ; the Meletian echiam con- 
tinues, 346, 378, 384, 393; the 
Westerns in favour of the Eusta- 
thian party, 346, *d-» 378, 381; the 
Meletians join with the Eusebians, 
and help to overthrow Athanasius, 
10, 13, 16, 18. 

Metropolis, no actual metropolis in 
Africa, 396, note 7, 399, 401. 

Metropolitan, or prime sedis epia- 
copus, rights of, 399, 407, 425, 428, 
430 ; rights confirmed by the Synod 
of Antioch, 69; the bishops have a 
share in the pepe of a metro- 

litan, 131; the provincial Synod 
as the right of confirming the elec- 

tion of bishops, 72, 73 ; the metro- 
appre hear a ar apse 
of the clergy against their o 
149 ; no taho may travel without 
the consent of the metropolitan, 
69, 70; unless summoned by the 
Emperor, and in behalf of widows, 
137, 158. 

Martin, S., of Tours, blames the | Milan, synods at, about 345, 181, 



INDEX. 

190 ; in 347, 191 ; in 355, 198, 205; 
in 380, 292 ; in 381, 377 ; 390, 392. 

Ministers, viz. subdeacons and those 
in minor orders, 312, 313, 314, 319. 

Missa Presanctificatorum, 320. 
Monasticism, no higher observance of 

the law than the clerical office, 293; 
the Eustathians, from false asceti- 
cism, assume the monastic dress, 
326, 331. 

Monk, a bishop may ordain a monk, 
if he seems fit, but not one from a 
str monastery, 426. 

Montanista, baptism of, invalid, 303, 
sq., 367. 

Montenses = Novatians, 387. 
Musonius, Primate of the Byzacene 

Province, 407 

NARBONENSIS Provincia, 426. 
Nectarius, Patriarch of Constanti- 

nople, 344, 347, 378, 380, 382. 
Nicea, the Creed of the first General 

Council, confirmed at Constanti- 
nople, 353; also at Hippo, 396 ; 
Canon 6 of Nicza confirmed at 
Constantinople, 357; the Nicene 
and Sardican Canons confounded, 
464 ; examination of, 476, sq. ; re- 
sult, 480, aq. 

Nice, formula of, 257. 
Nicomedia, od there, in 366, 285. 
Nimes, synod at, in 394 not 389, 389, 

403. 
Nones, hour of prayer, 311. 
Novatians, their baptism valid, 302, 

367 ; tolerated because their doc- 
trine of the Trinity is orthodox, 
384 ; have a bishop of Constanti- 
nople, 382 ; those who come over 
from the Novatians to be received 
back by imposition of hands only, 
387 

Numidian synod in 423, 480. 
Nuns, 185; benediction of, by the 

bishop, 390, 400. 

Oak, synod at, 430. 
Oblations, bread and wine only to be 

offered at the Eucharist, 399; the 
offerings of those who oppress the 
poor to be refused, 417 ; the obla- 
tiones defunctorum not to be with- 
held from the Church, 417. 

Oil, consecration of, 429. 
‘Opeotors, 250; this term why dis- 

pleasing to many, 225 ; rejected by 
the Arians, 220, 223, 227, 249, 253, 
257, 265, 269, 271; again sanctioned, 
285. (See Semi-Arians. ) 
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‘Opesveres, the Eusebians suspect it of 
Sabellianism, 217, 225, 235, 262; 
avoided by the Antiochian Synod, 
77, 79, 81; whether the Son is of 
the Substance or the Will of the 
Father, 180, 197; repeatedly re- 
jected, 220, 222, 223, 227, 249, 257, 
265, 272; Acacius desires to weaken 
the force of the term, 283. 

Orarium, 314. : 
Ordination, whether that conferred by 

a schismatical bishop must be re- 
peated, 155; other invalid ordina- 
tions, 151 ; ordinations not to take 
lace in the presence of the au- 
ientes, 301 ; repetition of, for- 

bidden, 394; no one may be or- 
dained unless approved by the 
examination or testimony of the 
people, 398; irregular ordinations 
strictly forbidden, 427 ; invalid and 
irregular ordinations often not ac- 
curately distinguished, 359; register 
of ordination, 428 (cf. Bishop and 
Clergy). 

Origen, and the Origenist contro- 
versy, 418 ; Chrysostom involved 
in it, 430, sq. 

Osculum pacis, 311. 
Otcia and iwicracis not always dis- 
rt ama 107, 277, aq.; explained, 

PatLapivs and Secundianus, Arian 
bishops, 375. 

Pallium philosophorum, 331. 
Pamphylia, synod at, about 366, 285. 
Parents and children not to forsake 

each other from false piety, 333. 
Paris, synod at, in 360 or 361, 275. 
Patriarchate, rules of the second 

General Council concerning, 355, 
356 ; supposed rule of the Emperor 
Theodosius, 370; the Patriarchate 
of Constantinople, 356, 357. 

Paul of Constantinople, 35, 83, 97. 
Paulinus of Tréves, 204. 
Paulinus, Eustathian Bishop of An- 

tioch, 346, 378, 384, 393. 
Pax, to be given after the homily, 311. 
Pelagians, their doctrine, and synods 
coer nings 446, 449, sq.; 455, 458, 

Penance, degrees of punishment and, 
, 8q.; those anxious for, to be 

again received, 300; he who has 
done public penance may not be 
ordained, 419 ; penance must, how- 
ever, precede ordination, 429 ; one 
who will not perform a penance for 
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acrime not openly acknowledged, | Prayer, for all conditions of men, 
must not be compelled to do so, 
nor excommunicated, 475; no 
priest may absolve a penitent with- 
out the consent of the bishop, 399 ; 
the bishop appoints the time of 
penance, 399; penance = vows of 
chastity, 393. 

Penitents, reconciliation of, by the 
bishop, and only in his absence by 
the priests, 390, 399; time of 

ce appointed by the bishop, 
99 ; reconciliation of, to take place 

before the apsis, 399. 
Persia, synod in, in 410, 444. 
Peter, Bishop of Sebaste, brother of 

S. Basil the Great, 344. 
Philippopolis, synod at, 166. 
Phoebadius, Bishop of Agen, opposer 
ao Arians, 228, 251, 259, aq., 

Photinus of Sirmium, 180, 186, 188, 
193, 198, sq.; baptism of the Pho- 
tinians valid, 302; invalid, 367; 
no longer tolerated at Sirmium, 377. 

Piety, parents and children forsake 
one another under pretext of, 333. 
es synod at, about the year 366, 

Pistus, Arian bishop at Alexandria, 
46 

Plays, scenic, 321 ; may not be acted 
on Sundays and festivals, 423. 

Pneumatomachians, first trace of the, 
223, 227 ; represented by Mace- 
donius, 280, sq.; persecuted by the 
Emperor Valens, 284; rejected by 
Pope Damasus, 289 ; condemned 
in Illyria, and other places, 289 ; 
at the second General Council, 343, 
347, 348 ; their condemnation, 353, 
354; their baptism invalid, 367 ; 
the orthodox doctrine as opposed to 
them, 350, 379, 380; transactions 
with them, 383; Imperial decree 
against them, 384. 

Poor, the, under the special protec- 
tion of the Church, 420. 

Pope, if a bishop goes to Rome to 
make a request to the emperor, he 
must first submit it to the Pope, 
141; the bishops of all countries 
report to the Pope, 96, 8q., 163; 
heretics recognise the Primate, 46 ; 
appeals to the Pope for and 
against the Primate, 52, sq., 56, 
59, 96, 120, sqq., 163, aq., 169. 
ha Bishop of Lisbon, an Arian, 

Preeanctificatorum missa, 320. 

311; at the altar, always to be 
addressed to God the Father, 398 ; 
forms of, rules concerning, 398, 
443 ; on entering and leaving 
church, 433. 

Priests, only may approach altar, 
312 ; in presence of deacons may 
not sit, 312 ; must follow bishop into 
church, 312; what functions they 
may perform, 390, 399; one who 
officiates anywhere without per- 
mission of the bishop is deposed, 
391; may not take upon himself to 
absolve a penitent, 390, sqq.; nor 
consecrate virgins, 390, 400; must 
fetch the chrism from his own 
bishop, through a subdeacon, 42] ; 
an excommunicated priest may not 
offer the holy sacrifice, 391; a 
riest may only be judged by six 
ishops, 391, 397, sqq. 

Primates, in Africa, 396, note 7, 397, 
399, 401. (See Pope.) 

Priscillianists, 293, 384, sq.; Pris- 
cillian and other heads of the sect 
put to death, 386. 

Protectors for the Church, 425, 442. 
Provincial Synods, 72. (See Metro- 

politan. ) 
Psalms and psalmists, 309, 311, 314. 
Ptolemais in Egypt, synod at, in 

4ll, 445. 

QUARTODECIMANS, their baptism valid, 
302. 

RavENNA, synod at, 478. 
Reconciliation, of penitents, 390, 399. 
Readers, when they attain the age of 

puberty, must either marry, or 
make a vow of continence, 398 ; 
may not pronounce the form of 
salutation to the people, 397 ; a 
reader who marries a widow can at 
the most only become a subdeacon, 
419. 

Residence, obligation of, 145, 152. 
Restitutus of Carthage, 251, 255. 
Riches, whether a hindrance to salva- 

tion, 327. 
Rimini and Seleucia, double od. 

at, in 359, 241; weakness of the 
ea at Rimini, 259. (See Seleu- 
cia. 

Rome, synods at, in 341, 53 ; in 353, 
203; Roman Synods under Pope 
Damasus, 287, aq., 290 ; in 382, 
378; in 386, 381; in 390, 391; 
in 402, 428 ; in 417, 456. 
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SABBATH, the, must not be celebrated, 
316. 

Sabbathians, heretics, 367. 
Sabellius and Sabellianism, 77, 79, 

80 ; Sabellian baptism invalid, 367. 
Sacrifice, the Chnstian service is a 

sacrifice, 322, 327, 329; the Holy 
Sacrifice not to be offered in private 
houses, 322 ; is allowed, 327. 

Salt, congecrated, 397. 
Salutation (Dominus vobiscum) not to 

be used by lectors, 396. 
ossa, synod at, in 380, 292. 

Sardica, synod at, whether cecumeni- 
cal, 172; decided to be held, 84; 
its date, 86 ; ite object, 90 ; 
members and presidency, 91; the 
Eusebians take no part in it, 98; 
Athanasius, Marcellus of Ancyra, 
and Asclepas declared innocent, 
105 ; pretended creed of Sardica, 
106 ; canons of Sardica, 108 ; 
edited in Latin and Greek, 109; 
placed with those of Nicea, 133 ; 
rules for the celebration of Easter, 
158, sq.; the Sardican documents, 
160, sq.; doubtfal documents, 165 ; 
Sardican and Nicene Canons con- 
pea pid ; Feng ata and 
its result, , 480, aq.; opposition 
synod at Philippopolis, 166 ; S. Au- 
pe does not know the Synod of 
ardica, 171 sq. 

Saturday, service on, 310; work on, 

Saturninus, Bishop of Arles, an Arian, 
216. 

Schism, 68 (cf. Conventicles) ; schis- 
matical bishops and clergy, rules 
for reception of, 400, 422. (See 
Heretics. ) 

Seal of confession, 475. 
Secretarium, building adjoining the 

church, synods often held in the, 
395, 458. 

Secundianus, Arian bishop, 374. 
Sees : which districts may have Sees, 

390, 442; new Sees must not be 
founded by violence, 408 ; Sees in 
barbarous countries, 355. 

Seleucia-Ctesiphon, synod at, in 410, 
444; in 420, 478. 

Seleucia-Rimini, double synod at, in 
359, 246, sqq.; weakness of the 
fathers at Rimini; they sign the 
Nicene formula, 259 ; doings at 
Seleucia, 261, sqq.; here also the 
Nicene formula at length signed, 
271 ; the bishops apparently 
Arian, 271. 
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Semi-Arians, their character and 
origin, 224 ; their war against the 
Anomeans, 225, 228 ; victorious at 
Ancyra, and at the third Sirmian 
Synod, 228, sqq.; they yield at 
Seleucia-Rimini, and at Constan- 
tinople, 271, 272, aq.; the Semi- 
Arians and Pneumatomachians 
persecuted by the Emperor Valens, 
284 ; still reckoned identica) with 
the Pneumatomachians, 284 ; they 
desire a union, and are received 
by Pope Liberius, 286 ; some again 
separate themselves from the or- 
thodox, 291. 

Servatius, Bishop of Tongern, 251, 
259 

Service, Divine, on Saturday and 
Sunday, 310; rules concerning, 397, 
398, 399, 411, 412, 420; antiphons 
and vespers may not be sung without 
the priest or bishop, 420; the 
form of greeting may not be pro- 
nounced by a reader, 397 ; rules for - 
church music, 309, 311, 322; for 
attendance at church, 293, 301, 326, 
329; no one may be absent more 
than three Sundays from service, 
145-147 ; concerning the holding of 
service, 309-312 ; no one may leave 
before the end of the service, and 
all must take part in the prayers 
and Holy Communion, 67 ; service 
in honour of martyrs, 327, 334 ; 
whether the Holy Sacrifice may be 
offered in private houses, 322, 327 ; 
rivate service in conventicles for- 
idden (see Conventicles) ; no un- 

canonical books may be read cade 
service, nor psalms snng compo 
by private individuals, 322; read- 
ings during service after every 
psalm, 311. 

Service in war, one who has served in 
war may not be ordained, 387, 429 ; 
except to the subdiaconate, 420. 

Severian, Bishop of Gabala, 433. 
Sicily, synods at, in 366, 286 ; in 423, 

480. 
Sick, baptism of the, 320 ; those who 

can no longer speak, whether to be 
baptized, 400. 

Sida, synod at, 389. 
Silvanus, Bishop of Tarsus, 261, 268, 

269, 270, 273. 
Simony, 111. 
Sin, doctrine of, 447, 458, eq. 
Singidunum, synod at, in 367, 287. 

all | Sinners, all penitent, to be received 
back, 300. 
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Siricius, Pope, 386, 387, 388, 389. 

INDEX. 

Ay . | Synazia, 334. 
Sirmium, synod at, in 347 or 349, 192; | Synesius, nye of Ptolemais, in 

the first Sirmian formula, in 351, 
193 ; the twenty-seven anathemas 
of Sirmium, in 351, 194, sqq. ; second 
Sirmian Synod and formula, in 357, 
226, 2gd-§ third Sirmian Synod and 
formula, 228, sqq. ; fourth Sirmian 
formula, 249. 
ora patriarch of Constantinople, 

Sisinnius, learned reader of the Nova- 
tians at Constantinople, 382. 

Slaves, become ascetics and leave 
their masters, 326 ; the Church pro- 
a for their emancipation, 423, 

Smyrna, synod at, about 366, 285. 
Son of God, doctrine of the Logos of 

Eusebius of Cesarea, 5; the smesoveses 
suspected by many, 1, 217, 225, 
235, 262; doctrine of Marcellus of 
Ancyra, 30, sqq., 105, 186 ; that of 
Photinus, 187; whether the Logos 
is of the Substance or of the Will of 
the Father, 180, 197 ; the formula 
of Nice, 287; doctrine of the 
Acacians, 263, 265, 266; the ex- 
pressions eisia and dwéieracss not 
always distinguished, 107, 277, sq. ; 
explanations concerning them, 277. 

State, interference of the, in the affairs 
Na Church forbidden at Sardica, 

Stephen, Bishop of Antioch, 89, 179. 
Strangers not received without letters 

of peace, 69. 
eed eating of things, forbidden, 

Subdeacons, 313, 319; may not marry 
a second time, 419, sq. ; bishops, 
priests, and deacons to remain un- 
married, or to abstain from their 
wives, not subdeacons, 424, 429; 
marriage and married intercourse 
afterwards forbidden to subdeacons, 
469 ; the subdiaconate repeatedly 
distinguished fromthe higher orders, 
424, 425, 429, 430, 433 ; aubdeacons 
bound to celibacy, 469. 

Subintroducte, 185. 
Subordinationism, 725. 
Sunday, celebration of, no plays to 
take place on, 423. 

Superatition : amulets forbidden, 318 ; 
superstitious worship of angels, 317 ; 
the clergy not to encourage supersti- 
tion, 318. 

Suspension, temporary, 413. 
Swearing, by creatures, 415. 

Pentapolis, 
Synod, the Em Constantius 

places himself over the synods and 
tries their decisions, 247, 252; the 
emperors bear many of the costa of 
cores ear 251; the bishops su 
po byt rgd dedi and a > 
eagues, > Fope regory tne 
Great com the four first General 
Councils to the four Gospels, 371 ; 
synods to be held each year in every 
province, 297, 424, 442; bis 
must, under pain of punishment, 
present at synods, or send repre- 
sentatives, 412, 425; synods held at 
the desire of princes, 342, 378, 382, 
431 ; the African General Council to 
be held annually on the 23d August, 
402, 424; held on the 13th June, 
441 ; not annually, but only when 
necessary, 441. 

Tarsvs, synod at, in 366, 287. 
Telepte, a ae synod at, about 418, 

, 462. 
Temple, heathen. (See Heathenism. ) 
Theodore of Heraclea, a leader of the 

Semi-Arians, 58, 226 
Theodosius the Great, Emperor, sup- 

presses heresy, 293; his zeal for 
orthodoxy, 341, 9q., 369 sq., 393 ; 
summons thesecond General Council, 
342 ; shows Bishop Meletius great 
honours, 345; confirms the second 
General Council, 369 ; in 382 he sum- 
mons a fresh synod at Constanti- 
nople, 378 ; severity towards the 
sectaries, 384 ; threatens them with 
civil punishment, 385. 

Theognis of Nicwa exiled, 2; returns 
from exile, 5 ; his intrigues, 8. 

Theophilus, patriarch of Alexandria, 
to end the Meletian schism ia 
Antioch, 393, sq. ; persecutes the 
Origenists and S. Chrysostom, 43u, 
sqq. 

Theszalonica, a town of great repute, 
152 ; quarrels there, 154, sq. 

Toledo, synod at, in 400, 419. 
Tome of second General Council, 348 ; 

capes tay Aveixzay, 360 ; Tome of An- 
tiochians, 380. 

Travellers, clerical, also must have 
commendatory lettera, 69; must 
not be improvidently supported out 
of Church property, 404. 

Trinity, doctrine of, declaration of the 
second General Council concerning 
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the, 350, 360 ; irs of Constanti- 
nople, in 382, 378 ; against the 
Pneamatomachians, "382 ; doctrine 
leas Synod of Carthage, in 387, 

Troyes, synod there, in 429, 482. 
Tarin, synod at, in 401, 426. 
Tyana, synod at, in 335, 17. 
Tyre, synod at, in 335, 17. 

Uuriias, 271. 
Unacanonical books, not to be read in 

divine service, 322. 
bre of faith, discipline, and worship, 

Unchotity, penance for, 420, 421, 

Ursacius of Singidunum. (See Valens 
of Mursa. ) 

Usury and interest, 186, 301; 
bidden to clerics, 399. 

VALENCE, synod at, in 374, 289. 
Valens, Emperor, 283 ; persecutes the 

Semi-Arians and orthodox, 284 ; 
death of, 291. 

ccna of Mursa and Ursacius, Arian- 
g aud 2, 308 a 189, 

1900 193, 204, sqq., 216, 
250, 254, 25 7, 258, 9q., no 

Valentinian, Emperor, 283 ; protects 
the Bishop Auxentius, 288 ; protects 
orthodoxy, 289 ; death of, 990. 

Valerian, Bishop of Aquileia, 375. 
Vesper prayers, 311; Vespers = Lu- 

cernarium, may not "be held without 
a bishop, priest, or deacon, 420. 

Vessels, sacred, not to be touched by 
subdeacons, 313. 

Vienne and Arles, 

for- 

te concerning 
the Primacy in Gaul, 426, sq. 
eee of Capua, 88, 179, aq., 203, 

23 
Virginity, what kind commendable 

and what sinful, 330, 331. 
Virgins, not to be consecrated before 

twenty-five years of age, 397 ; ex- 
ception made in the case of a great 
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man demanding one in marriage, 
462; only the bishop may undertake 
the benediction of, 390; the bishop 
gives the veil, 462 ; a virgin to be 

ted to the bishop for consecra- 
tion in the same clothes which, in 
accordance with her sacred calling, 
she will henceforth wear, 412; 
widows and virgins employed at the 
baptism of women must be able to 
teach the ignorant, 412; virgins, de- 
dicated toGod, whohave no parents, 
must be entrusted to respectable 
women, 399; must hold no com- 
munication with men, 420 ; a virgin 
dedicated to God may not sing the 
antiphons in the absence the 
bishop, 420 ; punishment of a, dedi- 
ea be ite who ee meric, 
she and the partner of her t 

ed, 421, 429. = 
Visitation of ecclesiastical provinces, 

402, 408. 

Wrpows and widowers shall not live 
with strange persons of another sex, 
185 ; the bishop shall take charge of 
the widows and orphans, 137. 

Wine, mixed with water, to be offered 
for Eucharist, 399 

Witnesses, clerey may not be forced to 
appear as before a secular court, 
423 ; Dube not Roarigitn to 7 a as, 
especially against clergy, 47 

Women may not approach the altar, 
319; may not serve in the church, 
403 ; adopt a masculine dress, and 
cut off their hair, 327, 331, 333 ; 
under pretextof piety separate them- 
selves from their families, 332, 333. 

Aer eh in pata od there, 281. 
Zosimus, P es the Canons of 

ardica for Nicene, 128, 464; his 
relation to the Pelagian controversy, 
456, sq.; his dispute with the 
Africans concerning the appeal to 
Rome, 462, 2qq. 
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Biblical Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistles to the Galatians, Ephesians, Oolos- 
Ce. aa Thessalonians. By HERMANN OLSHAUSEN, D.D. One Vol. 8vo. 
10s. 

Biblical Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistles to the Philippians, to Titus, and the 
First to Timothy; in continuation of the Work of Olshausen. By Lic. 
AveusT WIEsINGER, In One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 

Biblical Commentary on the Hebrews. By Dr. Esrarp. In continuation of the 
Work of Olshausen. In One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Neander.—General History of the Ohristian Religion and Church. By 
Avucustus NgANDER, D.D. Translated from the Second and Improved Edition. 
Nine Vols. 8vo. (£2, 118. 6d.) 

This is the only Edition in a Labrary size. 

Prof. H. A. Ch. Havernick.—General Introduction to the Old Testament. By 
Professor HAVERNICK. One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) . 

Dr. Muller.—The Ohristian Doctrine of Sin. By Dr. JuLivus Mi.uuzr. Two 
Vols. 8vo. (218.) New Edition. 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Christology of the Old Testament, and a Commentary on the 
Meesianio Predictions. By E. W. HENGsTENBERG, D.D. Four Vols. (£2, 2s.) 

Dr. M. Baumgarten.—The Acts of the Apostles; or the History of the Church 
in the Apostolic Age. By M. BaumaarTEen, Ph.D., and Professor in the 
University of Rostock. Three Vols, (£1, 7s.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Lord Jesus. By RupotrH Sriger, D.D., Chief 
Pastor and Superintendent of Schkeuditz. In Eight Vols. 8vo. (£4, 48.) 

Dr. Carl Ullmann.—Reformers before the Reformation, principally in Germany 
and the Netherlands. Two Vols. 8vo. (£1, 1s.) 

Professor Kurtz.—His of the Old Covenant; or, Old Testament Dispensation. 
By Professor Kurtz of Dorpat. In Three Vols. (£1, 11s. 6d.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Risen Saviour, and Commentary on the Epistle of 
St. James. By Rupoips Stizz, D.D. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) . 

Professor Tholuck.—Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. By Professor 
THovuck of Halle. In One Vol. (9s.) 

Professor Tholuck.—Commentary on the Sermon on the Mount. By Professor 
THoLuck. In One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on the Book of Ecclesiastes. To which are 
appended: Treatises on the Song of Solomon; on the Book of Job; on the 
Prophet Isaiah; on the Sacrifices of Holy marl ae and on the Jews and the 
Christian Church. By E. W. HenasrenserG, D.D. In One Vol. 8vo. (9s.) 

Dr, Ebrard.—Commentary on the Epistles of St. John. By Dr. Jonn H. A. 
EsRARD, Professor of Theology. In One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Lange.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the Gospels of St. 
Matthew and Mark. Specially Designed and Adapted for the Use of Ministers 
and Students. By J. P. Lanes, D.D. Three Vols. (10s. 6d. each.) 
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OLARK’S FOREIGN THEOLOGICAL LIBRABY—Continued. 

Dr. Dorner.—History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Ohrist. 
By Dr. J. A. Dorner, Professor of Theology in the University of Berlin. 
Five Vols. (£2, 12s. 6d.) 

Lange and Dr. J. J. Van Oosterzee.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on 
the Gospel of St. Luke. S any, Designed and Adapted for the Use of 
Ministers and Students. Edited by J. P. Lanes, D.D. Two Vols. (18s.) 

Dr. Ebrard.—The Gospel History: A Compendium of Critical Investigations in 
sapport of the Historical Character of the Four Gospels. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Lange, Lechler, and Gerok.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the 
Acts of the Apostles. Edited by Dr. Lancr. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. Two Vols. (218) 

Professor Keil.—Biblical Commentary on the Pentateuch. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Oommentary on Joshua, Judges, and Ruth. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—A System of Biblical Psychology. One Vol. (12s.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—Commentary on the Prophecies of Isaiah. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Samuel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitesch.—Oommentary on the Book of Job. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Bishop Martensen.—Christian Dogmatics. A Compendium of the Doctrines of 
Christianity. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. J. P. Lange.—Oritical, Doctrinal, and Homiletical Commentary on the Gospel 
of 8t. John. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Two Vols. (21s) 
Professor Delitzsch._—Oommentary on Epistle to the Hebrews. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Dr. Harleas.—A System of Christian Ethics. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on Ezekiel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Apostles Expounded. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Introduction to the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Bleek.-—Introduction to the New Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Schmid.—New Testament Theology. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitzsch.—Oommentary on the Pealms. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—History of the Kingdom of God under the Old Covenant. 

Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Kings. One Volume. (10s. 61.) 
Profeasor Keil.—Commentary on the Book of Daniel. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Chronicles. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

And, in connection with the Series— 
Alexander’s Commentary on Isaiah. Two Volumes. (17s.) 

Ritter’s (Oarl) Comparative Geography of Palestine. Four Volumes. (82s.) 
Shedd’s History of Ohristian Doctrine. Two Volumes. (21s.) 

Maodonald’s Introduction to the Pentateuch. Two Volumes. (218.) 
Ackerman on the Christian Element in Plato. (7s. 6d.) 
Robinson’s Greek Lexicon of the New Testament. 8vo. (9s.) 
Gerlach’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.— Dissertations on the Genuineness of Daniel, eto. One Vol. (128 ) 

The series, in 128 Volumes (including 1875), price £33, 12s., forms an Apparatus 
without which it may be truly said no Theological Isbrary can be complete; and the Pub- 
lishers take the liberty of suggesting that no more appropriate gift could be presented to 
a Clergyman than the Series, in whole or in part. 

*," NO DUPLICATES can be included in the Selection of Twenty Volumes; and it will eave 
trouble and correspondence tf tt be distinctly understood that NO LESS number 
than Twenty can be supplied, unless at non-subscription price. 

Subscribers’ Names received by all Retail Booksellers. 
Lonpon: (For Works at Non-subscription price only) HAMILTON, ADAMS, & Co. 
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LANGE’S 
COMMENTARIES ON THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS. 

Translations of the Commentaries of Dr. Lange and his Collaborateurs 
on the Old and New Testaments. 

Edited by Dr. PHILIP SCHAFF. 
oa There are now ready (in imperial 8vo, double columns), price 21s. per 
olume, 

OLD TESTAMENT, Eight Volumes: 
COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF GENESIS, in One Volume. 
ee TARY ON JOSHUA, JUDGES, AND RUTH, in One 

olum 
COMMENTARY ON THE BOOKS OF KINGS, in One Volume. 
COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF JOB. 
COMMENTARY ON THE PSALMS, in One Volume. 
COMMENTARY ON PROVERBS, ECCLESIASTES, AND 

THE SONG OF SOLOMON, in One Volume. 
dering i heen ON JEREMIAH AND LAMENTATION 8, 

in One Volume. 
COMMENTARY ON MINOR PROPHETS, in One Volume. 

The other Books of the Old Testament are in active ‘preparation, and will be 
| announced as soon as ready. 

NEW TESTAMENT (now complete), Ten Volumes: 

- COMMENTARY ON THE GOSPEL OF ST. MATTHEW. 
COMMENTARY ON THE GOSPELS OF ST. MARK and ST. 

COMMENTARY ON THE GOSPEL OF ST. JOHN. 
COMMENTARY ON THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 
errr nace ON THE EPISTLE OF ST. PAUL TO THE 

COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL TO THE 
CORINTHIANS. 

COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLES OF ST. ioe TO THE 
GALATIANS, EPHESIANS, PHILIPPIANS, and COLOSS 

COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLES Ph ‘0 THE THESSA- 
LONIANS, TIMOTHY, TITUS, PHILEMON. 

COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLES | OF J. JAMES, PETER, 

COMMENTARY ‘ON THE BOOK OF REVELATION. 
‘Lange’s comprehensive and elaborate “ Bibelwerk.” . . . We hail its publication as a 

valuable addition to the stores of our Biblical literature.’ — Edinburgh Review. 

The price to Subscribers to the Foreign ee Library, St. Augustine’s 
Works, and Ante-Nicene pegs and Meyer’s Commentary on the New 
Testament, or to Purchasers of Complete Sets of the Commentary (so far as 
published), will be 

FIFTEEN SHILLINGS PER VOLUME. 

Dr. Lance’s Commentary on the Gospels and Acts (without Dr. ScHarr's 
Notes) is also published in the ForEiGN THEOLOGICAL LiBRakY, in Nine Volumes 
demy 8vo, and may be had in that form if desired. (For particulars, see List 
of Foreign Theological Library.) 
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MEYER’S 

Commentary on the New Testament. 

ESSRS. CLARK beg to announce that they have in course of 
preparation a Translation of the well-known and justly esteemed 

CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL 

COMMENTARY ON THE NEW TESTAMENT, 
By Dr. H. A. W. MEYER, 

OBERCONSISTORIALRATH, HANNOVER, 

Of which they have published— 

FIRST YEAR. 

ROMANS, Two Vols. 

GALATIANS, One Volume. 

ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL, Vol. I. 

SECOND YEAR. 

FIRST ISS8UE. 

ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL, Vol. IT. 

PHILIPPIANS AND COLOSSIANS, One Vol. 

The Subscription is 2s. for Pour Volumes, Demy Svo, payable in advance. 

In order to secure gel accuracy, the Publishers have placed the whole 
work under the editorial care of Rev. Dr. Dickson, Professor of Divinity in the 
University of Glasgow, and Rey. Dr. CromBIE, Professor of Biblical Criticism, 
St. Mary’s College, St. Andrews. 

Each Volume will be sold separately at (on an average) 10s. 6d. to Non- 
Subscribers. 

Intending Subscribers will be kind enough to send their orders either 
direct to the Publishers at 388 George Street, Edinburgh, or through their 
own Booksellers. 

‘I need hardly add that the last edition of the accurate, perepicocns, and learned com- 
mentary of Dr. Meyer has been most carefully consulted throughout; and I must again, 
as in the preface to the Galatians, avow my great obligations to the acumen and scho 
ship of the learned editor.'—BisHor ELLicorr tn Preface to his ‘ Commentary on Ephesians.’ 

‘Meyer has been long and well known to scholars as one of the very ablest of the 
German expositors of the New Testament. We are not sure whether we ought not to 
say that he is wnrivalled as an interpreter of the grammatical and historical meaning of 
the sacred writers. The publishers have now rendered another seasonable and important 
service to English students in pruducing this translation.— Guardian. .. 

‘The ablest grammatical exegete of the age.'— Purr Scuarr, D.D. 
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